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PREFATORY NOTE 



The following books have been consulted : 

HoUenberg. Der Charakter der alex, Ueberaetzung 

des B. Joatoa, 1876. 
Dillmann. Commentary, 1886. 
Wellhausen. Die Comp. des Hex. 3rd ed., 1899. 
Bennett in S.B.O.T., 1895; translation and notes, 

1899. 

Steuemagel. Commentary, 1899. 

Carpenter and Battersby. The Hexateuch, 2 vols., 

1900. 
Holzinger. Commentary, 1901. 
Driver. ^Joshua' in KittePs Biblia Helraica, 1905. 
Holmes and Parsons' edition of LXX. Vol. II, 1818. 
Swete's Manual edition of LXX. 2nd ed., 1895. 
Lucian's recension of LXX by Lagarde, 1883. 
Field's Heocapla of Origen, 1875. 

Lyons Heptateuch, i.e. The old Latin or * Itala.' Ed. 

by Bobert (second part), 1900. 
Vulgate. Heyse and Tischendorf, 1873. 
Ehrlich. Randglossen zv/r Hehr. Bibel, vol. Ill, 1910. 
Driver. Hebrew Text of the books of Samuel, 2nd ed., 

1913. 

I have to thank Dr Driver very cordially for his kindness 
in finding time to look over the proofs. In accordance with 
his suggestion, all accents in proper names transliterated from 
the Hebrew have been omitted. 

S. H. 

Jesus College, Oxford. 
January^ 1914. 
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ADDENDA AND CORRIGENDA 

p. 17, 1. 18. The emendation in Eittel is due to Steaemagel. 

p. 19, 1. 22. After ** no other example of this meaning is known " add * the 
passages quoted by Dilhnann from Ex. x. 29, Num. xxvii. 7, 
xxxvi. 5 are not parallel.* 

p. 32, 1. 5. Before lxx imert *». 13.* 

p. 32, 1. 25. Add On lxx translation *aarroand' not 'mairoh round,' see 
detached note, p. 37. 

p. 45, viii. 31. For mistake of lxx here, of. note on xxii. 27. 

p. 52, 1. 18. Read the plural 'These may be additions,' etc. 

p. 67, w, 6-10, 1. 3. The waws in both cases should be disjoined from the 
preceding words. 

p. 80, 1. 1. Read Ofi^. 
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INTRODUCTION 

An exhaostiye investigation of the Hebrew and Greek 
texts of the book of Joshua has not been undertaken since 
Hollenberg's attempt in 1876. The result of HoUenberg^s 
enquiry was in many passages favourable to the LXX; he 
strongly denies deliberate alteration (p. 9), but on the whole 
seems to uphold the general superiority of the M. T. 

Ten years later a far less favourable attitude was adopted 
by the great scholar Dillmann in his commentary on Joshua in 
1886 ; he affirms that the value of LXX, in this book as well as 
in others, has been much overestimated. At the end of his 
work, p. 690, Dillmann gives his reasons for preferring in all 
important points the M. T. He adduces a series of passages 
where he alleges that alteration on the part of the LXX scribe 
is indubitable. The superiority of M.T. in these passages is 
therefore certain, and carries with it the superiority of the 
same text in several other passages which Dillmann admits 
would otherwise be doubtful. These conclusions which are 
accepted on the whole by Bennett (1895) are rejected by 
Steuemagel in his commentary on Joshua (1899). But Car- 
penter and H. Battersby (1900) adhere to Dillmann's general 
position (see vol. II. p. 319); while Holzinger (1901) explicitly 
affirms that the statement of Dillmann — that LXX does not 
offer a more original text, but represents in many cases a 
deliberate endeavour to avoid difficulties, — still holds good 
(see p. xv). 

The thesis which is here offered dissents from this position. 
It is believed that some distinctly fresh reasons can be offered 
in favour of the superiority of the LXX in : 

(1) The phenomenon of double and sometimes more frequent 
omission of the same word or expression in LXX in a large 
number of passages. This occurs too often to be accidental. 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

(2) The circumstance that in several cases where the two 
texts vary from one another, each text is consistent with itself ; 
thus suggesting the hypothesis of a deliberate and systematic 
revision. Such systematic revision cannot be ascribed with any 
probability to the Greek translator and must therefore be the 
work of a subsequent Hebrew scribed 

(3) The fact that the confused LXX passage, ch. v. vv. 4 f ., 
when turned back into Hebrew requires only a slight emenda- 
tion to give an intelhgible text manifestly earlier than M. T. 

Further, the examination of Dillmann^s series of ^entschieden 
f ehlerhaft ' passages which is undertaken in this thesis, shows 
his contention, that they undoubtedly represent deliberate 
alterations by the LXX, to be open to serious criticism. 

Finally, on the assumption that the whole book was trans- 
lated by one and the same scribe, it must be pointed out that if 
Dillmann's and Holzinger's position were correct we should have 
a translator who displays great skill in redaction in ch. xix., 
a conspicuous want of it in ch. vi., a keen eye for what is 
necessary for consistency in chs. v. and xviii., a dull perception 
when obvious contradictions are concerned as in ch. vi. 7, 8, 
9 and 13 and ch. vii. 15 and 25. (See especially note on 
ch. xix. 48.) 

I. The superiority, then, of LXX to M. T. is upheld by the 
noteworthy circumstance that in a large number of passages 
there occurs the repeated absence or omission of the same expres- 
sion in different parts of the same narrative. In spite of the fact 
that Hebrew revision is fairly certain in large parts of the Old 
Testament, it is usual to put down to accident omissions that 
cannot be definitely accounted for. But when a second or 
third omission of the word or expression occurs later on in the 
same passage, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that we have 
no longer to deal with the result of accident, but with either 
deliberate omission or deliberate insertion : i.e. with revision of 
the text. 

The question then arises — to whom is the revision due ? To 
a translator who, combining the functions of translator and 
reviser, deliberately omitted the words ? or to a Hebrew reviser 

^ As against systematic revision of lzx as suggested by Holzinger see note 
on xxi. 42. 
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INTRODUCTION 8 

who deliberately inserted them ? The hypothesis of deliberate 
omission on the part of the translator is difficult to uphold. 
The only reason for omission in most cases would be a desire to 
shorten labour; but in face of the tendency of all LXX scribes 
to amplify, this is improbable. Indeed our translator amplifies 
even where one might expect abbreviation : e.g. in chapter iii. 
where the oft-repeated expression "the ark of the covenant of 
J.'^ lends itself to abbreviation, the translator shortens nowhere 
and amplifies at least in two places (see note on iii. 11). 

Thus the hyxx)thesis of shortening the text to avoid labour 
&>lls to the ground. The hypothesis of omission for the purpose 
of avoiding difficulties will not hold with regard to the greater 
part of the double omissions quoted below: at any rAte with 
regard to the shorter phrases. Bearing in mind the style of 
Hebrew revision (Robertson Smith, 0. T. J. C, pp. 78 and 
124) we should naturally infer that a short insertion at one 
point, and the repetition of such short insertion in an appro- 
priate place later on, display the work of a Hebrew reviser 
who imagined he was improving the text, rather than that of 
a LXX translator who omitted the words for no discoverable 
reason. 

The following are the passages where repeated omission 
occurs. 

1. In chapter ii. v. 17 and v. 20 the spies say to Rahab 
" We will be guiltless of the oath which thou hast caused us to 
swear." 

The two Hebrew words translated "which thou hast caused 
us to swear'' are not represented in the Greek of either v. 17 or 
V. 20. Even if the words on their first occurrence in v, 17 were 
omitted by accident it would be very strange if the same 
accident occurred again a few Knes later on in v. 20. It can be 
proved moreover that the translator in this passage was under 
no desire to shorten the text, for in v. 19 to the words " and we 
will be guiltless " he makes an addition by inserting the words 
" of this thy oath." This addition which is in accordance with 
the LXX tendency of amplification makes it difficult to b^eve 
that the same writer deliberately omitted the words "which 
thou hast caused us to swear," in v. 17 and again in v. 20. 

2. V. 11 and 12. Here the expression ninDD is omiited in 
both verses. The expression does not occur again in Joflhaa, ao 

1—2 
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4 INTRODUCTION 

it is possible to argue that the translator was ignorant of its 
meaning (so HoUenberg), but against this must be set the fact 
that in the six or seven places where the word occurs in the 
Pentateuch it is rightly translated. 

3. In vi. 4 and 6 the words " and seven priests shall carry 
seven trumpets of rams' horns before the ark'* are absent in 
both places. 

4. In chapter viii. the passage where the battle before Ai is 
narrated^ the same expression is absent from the Greek three 
times. In two LXX verses, 15 and 20, there is no reference to 
"the wilderness'' mentioned in the Hebrew as the direction in 
which the Israelites fled ; and in v. 24 the wilderness is men- 
tioned again in M. T. and is again absent from the LXX. This 
however is not a triple but a double ' omission,' as '^yl1^n in 24 

is a corruption of miDn (LXX #caTaj8a<ris). 

5. In chapter x. v. 15 after the Battle of Beth Horon we 
read : " and Joshua returned, and all Israel with him, unto the 
camp at Gilgal." At the end of the chapter, v. 43, the same 
words occur. In both cases the clause is absent from the LXX. 
With regard to v. 15 Bennett affirms it to be omitted by the 
Greek translator in order to avoid contradiction with a later 
verse, v. 21, where Joshua is found at Makkedah. This is the 
view also of Holzinger. It postulates that the translator was 
also a reviser and looked ahead ; but what probability it has is 
seriously diminished by the fact that the same words in v. 43, 
the last verse in the chapter, are omitted also. All scholars 
agree that v. 42 is the close of a section. Even a very 
dull scribe could see that the clause in question is in an 
appropriate place in v, 43. Our own division of the chapter 
shows that. No reason whatever can be alleged for the second 
omission of the words except the simple one that they were not 
in the text used by the translator. But if the clause is an 
insertion of the Hebrew reviser in t;. 43 it is most probably his 
insertion in v, 15 also. 

6. In chapter x. the phrase " great stones " occurs in verses 
11, 18 and 27 of the Hebrew. In each case the adjective 
'great' is absent from the LXX. Had the reverse been the 
case no one would have doubted that the additional word was 
inserted by the Greek translator in accordance with the usual 
tendency to amplify. That tendency to amplify makes it 
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INTRODUCTION 5 

almost certain that the adjective ' great' was not in the original 
text, (ni^na in v. 11 may be a deviation and not an insertion. 
See note.) 

7. In X. 24 LXX omits rhnn D^^^DH twice. 

8. In chapter xix. there is a sixfold omission of DnnDK^^ 
and a fourfold omission of niDD. See note on xix. 1. 

9. In 16 b and 31 b the double absence of the article and 
demonstrative (= these) cannot be ascribed to accident. 

10. In w. 15, 22 and 30, 38 and 39 the repeated absence of 
the b clauses in LXX (so many cities and their villages) points 
to subsequent amplification in the Hebrew. This is confirmed 
by the fact that in the 10 places in ch. xv. where similar clauses 
occur they are duly rendered. 

11. In xxi. 5, 6, 7 (taking M. T. as generally emended) we 
find that the LXX omits onntxi^h in tn?. 5 and 6 and renders it 
in V. 7. This points to the conclusion that vv, 5 and 6 did not 
originally contain the expression, but were afterwards assimi- 
lated to V. 7. It is most unlikely that a translator would look 
ahead, and notice the same expression in three verses, omit the 
expression in the first two verses and render it in the third. 
If the omission were deliberate a reverse process would have 
taken place. 

Compare also vi. 7 and 13 and vii. 6, triple omission of P")K , 
vi. 19 and 24, double omission of ^^di, viii. 9 b and 13, of |^>1, 
viii. 31 and 34 of "the book" in the phrase ''the book of the 
law," xii. 9 to 24 the omission of "in« 29 or 30 times, xxii. 31 and 
32 double omission of " son of Eleazar." 

In X. 22 and 23 the omission of ^^« and v^K and in w. 22 
and 27 of ^D T\H before "the cave" may be instances of abbre- 
viation. Something similar to double omission occurs in ii. 14 
and 18 and xviii. 6 and 8 where instances of double deviation 
occur ; see notes. 

In addition to the repeated omission of the same phrase in 
close juxtaposition, there are also instances of it at wider inter- 
vals spread over the whole book. The omission of geographical 
details in i. 14, v. 1, 10, vii. 2, 5, xiii. 22, xvi. 1, xvii. 5, xviii. 18, 
19, XX. 8, xxi. 21 and xxiv. 3 seems to point to subsequent re- 
vision and insertion in the Hebrew rather than deliberate 
omission by LXX. 

nDK^I which is found 53 times in M. T. is absent from LXX 
in iii. 10, iv. 21, vii. 2, x. 24 and xxii. 8. The last is certainly an 
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6 INTRODUCTION 

addition subsequent to LXX, in each of the other four cases 
there is something to be said for the Greek. 

Lastly IDK^, which occurs 43 times in M.T., is absent from 
LXX four times, i. 13, iii. 6, iv. 3 and iv. 22. Here, very strong 
evidence indeed can be adduced in support of the faithfulness 
of LXX in two of these places. The Hebrew writers did 
not always insert no^S after IDKM; this seems to have been 
the case especially where a command follows, see iii. 5, 9, 
iv. 6, vi. 7, vii. 19, x. 18. In all these passages IDK^ is 
followed by a command and IDK^ is not used. Now it is 
worth noticing that in i. 13 and iii. 6 according to LXX an 
imperative follows TDK^l without the intervention of IDK^, and 
on the analogy of iii. 5 etc. this construction is quite probable. 
As to the other two instances, iv. 3 as shown in the note 
has almost certainly suffered from the hand of the reviser, 
and it also may be pointed out that v. 16 in the same chapter 
has the imperative of ni)f without no^h following as would be 
the case in v. 3 if LXX were right. In iv. 22 it is possible that 
TDK^ was omitted by LXX. It is the third repetition of the 
word in two lines, and the translator may excusably have 
dropped it and substituted ori, yet in the parallel passage in 
V. 7 DmoKl which corresponds to Dnynni is not followed by Konh. 
It is surely favourable to the general faithfulness of LXX that 
in an expression which lends itself to omission, 39 instances are 
duly rendered out of 43, while of the four omissions two are 
probably right, one is excusable, and as to the fourth (iv. 3), 
the fact that the deviation of the texts is not confined to the 
omission of IDK^ leaves the matter in suspense. 

It may also be here noticed that in some passages where 
two similar expressions occur in the Hebrew the LXX omits the 
first expression and translates the second. Had the translator 
been a reviser he would have reversed this method of procedure: 
he would have translated the phrase when it first came before 
him and omitted the repetition. These may be called " antici- 
patory^' insertions. See i. 14 and 15, ii. 9 and 24, 14 and 20, 
iii. 13 and 16, iv. 3 and 9, viii. 8 and 19, ix. 21 and 27, x. 37 
and 39 "its king and its cities." Where, as in vi. 25, xii. 6 
and xxii. 5, the second occurrence of a phrase is omitted, it 
is impossible to say what the original text had. 

II. The second point which tells in favour of the originaUty 
of the LXX is the consistency which obtains in many of its 
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deviations from M. T. The following are the passages where 
this consistency is found : v. 8, vi. 8, x. 28, xvi. 3, 10, xviii. 2 — 10, 
XX. 3, xxii. 8. 

In chapter v. where the circumcision of the Israelites at 
Gilgal is narrated, M. T. v. 8 reads " And it came to pass when 
they had finished circumcising Man h^ they abode '^ etc., while 
the LXX gives ir€piTfjirf64vr€s which is a neat rendering of the 
whole clause minus ^an fe. The omission of nan h^ is most 
unlike a LXX translator; the love of amplification which is 
noticeable all through LXX, including this book, is distinctly 
against it. In addition, the reading is consistent with the rest 
of LXX text which does not recognise the circumcision of the 
whole nation, and thus goes to support the contention that the 
translator rendered his text faithfully. This passage is further 
discussed below on p. 9 and in the notes. 

In chapter vi. 8 the M. T. gives ths seven priests, while the 
article is wanting in LXX. This is consistent with the fact 
that we have here the first mention of priests in LXX. A mere 
abbreviator, and an unskilful one at that if Dillmann^s position 
is right, would hardly have been keen enough to drop the n in 
DOn^n in order to remove any trace of his earlier omission of 
the word. 

In chapter x. 28, 30, 35, 37, M. T. reads K^D:n b and LXX offers 
vav Ifiirviov = nDK^^n ^D. In V. 40 however M. T. gives noK^an ^3 
and LXX as before irav kfiirviov. The conclusion seems certain 
that the LXX read in every place TVomn ^D and that the Hebrew 
reviser, being of the same opinion as Dillmann on Deuteronomy 
ch. XX. 16 that the word nOB^a applies to human beings only, 
altered nOK^an into 8?D3n in the first four places. But v. 40 
escaped to turn what would otherwise have been a probability 
into a certainty. See Carpenter and Battersby m loco. 

In xvi. 3 the M. T. TX^ upholds the LXX reading in t?. 1 
which would be rhv\, 

xvi. 10, see note. 

xviii. 1 — 10. It is generally agreed that vv. 2 — 10 (except 7) 
belong to the older narrative and have no connection with v, 1 
which states that the whole congregation assembled themselves 
together at Shiloh. In vv, 2 — 10 the Israelites are not at Shiloh 
but perhaps as Steuemagel suggests at Gilgal. The differences 
in the two texts in the light of this fact strongly support the 
superiority of the LXX. The Hebrew reviser made certain 
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8 INTRODUCTION 

alterations under the impression that the scene of action was at 
Shiloh the well-known sanctuary. In v. 6 according to the true 
reading of the LXX (see note) Joshua says " bring it (the survey 
of the land) to me, and I will cast lots before Jahveh." Under 
the impression that Joshua was at Shiloh the Hebrew reviser 
inserted the word *here/ "and I will cast lots here before 
Jahveh." In v. 8 the LXX A has " come to me here and I wiU 
cast lots." The Hebrew reviser made another alteration similar 
to the first and wrote " return to me and here will I cast lots." 
Further, stiU under the influence of v. 1, he adds to t?. 9 "to the 
camp at Shiloh" (not in LXX), and to v. 10 "and there Joshua 
divided the land." The old narrative was worked over to bring 
it into harmony with the new introduction. The LXX 2 — 10 is 
consistent with a scene of action other than Shiloh, the M. T. is 
consistent if 1 — 10 be taken as a whole. Revision, and very 
careful revision, of the Hebrew text seems undeniable here. 

In chapter xx. the Deuteronomic expression run "hi is 
omitted in v. 3, consistently with the omission of the Deuter- 
onomic verses 4, 5, and 6. 

xxii. 8. The omission of DPI^^K IDK^I is consistently followed 
by " And they returned," not by a speech as in M. T., and uiB^ 
is consistently omitted at the beginning of v. 9. 

It must however be mentioned that in chapter xxiv. the LXX 
has a double variation which is consistent and wrong. The 
translation substitutes Shiloh for Shechem in v. 1, and repeats 
the substitution in v. 25. Here the LXX reading is unanimously 
rejected; no reason can be adduced why M. T. should make 
any alteration. But a very good reason can be discovered for 
the alteration by LXX. Shiloh was well known as a sanctuary 
from the first book of Samuel, from Jeremiah and from Psakn 
Ixxviii. 61, whereas the sanctity of Shechem can only be in- 
ferred from incidental notices. The LXX translator made the 
alteration influenced by the fact that Shiloh was known to him 
as a celebrated sanctuary of early times and moreover is the 
only sanctuary so far mentioned in Joshua. Six times in the 
last few chapters Shiloh is mentioned as the sanctuary. The 
statement of Bennett that the substitution is a harmonistic 
alteration with reference to chapter xviii. is imperfect. It is a 
harmonistic alteration with reference to xviii. 1, 10; xix. 37; 
xxi. 2; xxii. 9, 12. (In xviii. 8 Shiloh is not in LXX.) With 
Shiloh in his head as the sacred place the Greek translator 
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made his only important deliberate alteration. It is an alteration 
of the same nature as that of "men'* into "princes" which he 
made in the narrative of the Gibeonites. It is simple and 
induced by the context. 

The difference between this and the other instances, especially 
the one in chapter xviii., lies in the fact that a good and simple 
reason can be given for LXX alteration here. In chapter xviii. 
there is a reason for the M. T. alteration, none for LXX : in 
chapter xxiv. there is a reason for the LXX alteration, none for 
M. T. There is another consistent and perhaps wrong alteration 
in XV. 1 ; xvi. 1 and xvii. 1 : see note on xv. 1. 

ni. The third point in favour of the superiority of the 
LXX text is to be found in the passage, ch. v. vv, 4 f ., which by 
a slight emendation can be cleared of HoUenberg's charge of 
being " geradezu unsinnig und voUer Widerspriiche " (p. 18). 

By this emendation a narrative can be educed, which is in 
one respect more consistent than M. T. with the sentence " This 
day have I rolled away the reproach of Egypt from off you.*' 
As shown in the note, the passage as emended runs thus: " And 
this was the manner in which Joshua circumcised the children 
of Israel. All those who were bom by the way, and all those 
who were tmdrcumciaed of them that cams tip out of Egypt, 
all these did Joshua circumcise. For the children of Israel had 
wandered forty years in the wilderness, therefore uncircumcised 
were most of them. As for the men of war, who came up out of 
Egypt, who did not obey the voice of Jahveh, he had sworn to 
them that he would not let them see, etc." This text was revised 
from a religious standpoint. The Reviser's overworking here 
and his omissions in xxi. 42 d and xxiv. 30 a, where the mention 
of the 'flint knives' would have called to miud the circumcision 
at Gilgal, are all due to the same motive. If the LXX text is 
original the Hebrew reviser would have the strongest motive 
for alteration : he would be most reluctant to admit that any of 
the Israelites in Bgjrpt were uncircumcised. On the other hand 
the hypothesis of deliberate alteration from M. T. seems hope- 
less. The LXX translator could not possibly have gone out of 
his way to make a statement which implied that the Israelites 
did not universally practise circumcision while in Egypt. If 
probability is to be any guide it must be admitted that LXX 
here had a very different text from ours and one that was earlier 
in point of time. Holzinger admits the existence of additions 
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in M. T., but reference to the notes will show that the whole 
passage has been recast. 

We now come to the consideration of those passages where 
Dillmann thinks that alteration by LXX is certain. As already 
mentioned his argument is, that if one considers ii. 15 b ; vi. 3 — 
6; vii. 17, 25; viii. 9b, lib, 12—18, 20, 26; x. 13, 15, 37, 43; 
xiii. 29; xiv. 3; xviii. 10; xxii. 11, to be purposely abbreviated, 
then ii. 15; v. 4 — 7; viii. 7f.; xxiii. 16; xxiv. 5, which are in 
themselves doubtful, must also be considered instances of de- 
liberate alteration. 

Yet when the passages in the first series are discussed one 
by one, it is impossible to admit the certainty which Dillmann 
affirms. In ii. 15, the passage localises the house of Rahab; 
and its position is so firmly fixed in the minds of modem readers 
that it seems inconceivable that the words were not always in 
the text; but no satisfactory reason can be offered for the 
omission of them by LXX if they were before the translator. 
Moreover Jerome's rendering " domus enim ejus haerebat muro " 
seems to show that he had not the full reading of our present 
Hebrew text before him, a circumstance which confirms 
Steuernagers suggestion that the passage in M. T. consists of 
two variants. Hollenberg (p. 18) considers the passage to be 
a late explanation, and Carpenter and Battersby, who on the 
whole adopt Dillmann's position, here say "the clauses de- 
scribing the situation of Rahab's house seem explanatory 
insertions.^' Holzinger however affirms the omission to be 
intentional: if the house had been on the wall it would be 
destroyed when the walls of the town were overthrown. Here 
again one must demur to the supposition that the translator can 
be credited with the power of detecting inconsistencies, which 
are not of the plainest character. 

Grenerations of readers have heard of the position of Rahab's 
house without seeing the difficulty : it is to be doubted whether 
the LXX translator would be any more critical. In view of the 
fact that Hollenberg, Carpenter and Battersby, as well as 
Steuemagel, prefer the LXX we must dismiss this passage from 
the number of those where deliberate abbreviation is certain. 

vi. 3b and c, and 4. It is not easy to see why these verses 
should have been omitted if they were before the LXX translator. 
It could not be for the purpose of avoiding difficulties, for there 
are none. But the verses cannot be considered apart from the 
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rest of the chapter. Dillmann, Bennett, Carpenter and Battersby , 
all consider that LXX shortened the text of ch. vi. to avoid the 
difficulties in the Hebrew. 

Now the difficulties in the early part of the chapter are 
threefold : 

(1) In v. 6 the shout which is to bring down the walls is to 
foUow a blast on the trumpet. In v. 10 it is to follow 
Joshua^s command to shout. 

(2) The question how a single blast could be the signal for 
the shout when the seven priests are said to be continually 
blowing with the trumpets during the whole circuit. 

(3) The strange circumstance that a rearguard is represented 
as blowing horns on the march at the same time as the 
priests. 

The first and second difficulties remain in the LXX, the 
third also is found in v. 9 : its absence in v. 13 as we now have 
it is due to accidental omission, which was followed by corrup- 
tion of the text (see note). 

Therefore all three difficulties are found in LXX. But 
further it must be noticed that the LXX has additional difficulties 
of its own. If we examine the Greek text we find the narrative 
of the order of the procession hopelessly inconsistent. In t?. 7 
the armed men are to march in front of the ark; in v. 8 the 
seven priests march in front of the ark; in v. 9 we have the 
armed men first, then the ark, and then the priests, or perhaps 
a rearguard, behind the ark; i.e. in three consecutive verses 
the procession is arranged in three different ways^. 

These inconsistencies, it is here suggested, were in the 
Hebrew text before the Greek translator and were subse- 
quently dealt with by a Hebrew reviser. They were very 
plain and caUed for a remedy. This remedy was supplied first 
by an insertion at the very beginning of the narrative, where in 
V, 4 M. T. Jahveh directs that seven priests are to go before the 

^ It is possible to pnt the contradiotions in a less glaring way by saying that 
in w, 7 and 8 the armed men and the seven priests are both to go before the 
ark though their relative positions are not defined, and that in v. 9 as emended 
though the seven priests who are to go before the ark are not mentioned 
explicitly, yet they are referred to in the suffix supplied by oonjeoture. In v, 13 
as emended the order corresponds with that of M. T. See notes. 
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ark. Secondly by an addition to t?. 6 in which Joshua repeats 
the command that seven priests are to go before the ark. 

Thus in the Hebrew text with the two commands and the 
execution of the commands in 8 and 13, there are four statements 
as to the position of the seven priests before the ark. There 
remains one statement in v, 7 Hebrew, that the armed men are 
to go before the ark, but this even if noticed only puzzles the 
reader for a moment; two verses later on it is explained by 
the words (which do not agree with the LXX) " the armed men 
went before the priests.'^ 

As to the relative perspicuity of these two texts we have 
a very unprejudiced witness. HoUenberg writing in 1876 
said " The M.T. has only in t;. 8 one difficulty, where it is said 
'when Joshua had spoken to the people' when he had not 
previously spoken to them at alP' (p. 18). I.e. the revision has 
been so skilfully done that a competent modem scholar in 1876 
could find very little fault with it. Are we to believe that 
where HoUenberg could detect no particular difficulties, the 
LXX translator could ? The reason given for regarding the LXX 
text as an abbreviation of the M. T., viz. the desire to avoid 
difficulties, requires us to believe that the translator could see 
difficulties which a critical scholar of the present day did not 
see; and indeed that in his endeavours to avoid them he 
produced a narrative which contains all the original difficulties 
with others in addition. 

On the other hand good reasons can be given for the in- 
sertions and alterations in the M. T. The Revisers found the 
text in a state of confusion in regard to the order of the pro- 
cession. Alterations had to be made, the exact position of 
the armed men and the seven priests had to be settled, and 
the very ingenious device was adopted of telling the reader at 
the beginning what order to expect: later on the order was 
emphasised by repetition. The hypothesis of revision by a 
Hebrew editor seems to give the only reasonable account of 
the phenomena in this chapter. 

In vii. 17 — 18, the longest omission might be due to homoi- 
oteleuton. The eye of the scribe might have passed from 3ip>i 
of V. 17 to the same word at the beginning of v, 18. But a 
reference to the note will show that there is considerable 
probability of LXX being right. 
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In verse 25 the problem is very compKcated. In v. 15 
pnnisliment by fire is threatened; and it is natural to assume 
that the threat would be carried out and recorded in v. 25. 
Supposing M. T. (they stoned him, they burnt them, they 
stoned them) to be before the translator, he simplified in- 
consistently. He should have omitted the stoning and retained 
the burning. He omitted the burning and retained the stoning. 
This being so, it is a case which proves the want of ability on 
the part of the translator to detect inconsistencies at any 
distance from one another. He shortened the phrase before 
him : it is alleged he did so, because it seemed inconsistent in 
itself; and yet he retained the part that was inconsistent with 
V. 15. There is no desire to place too much stress upon this, as 
the matter is far from simple; but this much is certain, v. 25 
in LXX is still inconsistent with v. 15, in spite of the alleged 
alteration made to obtain consistency. 

Dillmann^s references to chapter viii. (the capture of Ai) are 
9b, lib, 12—18, 20, 26. Now 9 b and 13 b stand or fall together 
(see note). The omission of the passage after i^rn in v. 11, to 
Tr^ in V. 13, may be explained by homoioteleuton : v. 20 refers 
to the flight to the wilderness, and as shown in the note on 15 b 
is almost certainly the addition of a Hebrew reviser; t?. 26 if 
genuine might possibly have been omitted by homoioteleuton, 
but see the note on v. 18. 

With regard to vv. 12 — 18 it must be admitted that the LXX 
narrative is free from the discrepancy of the numbers of the 
men in ambush; and one cannot help thinking that this has 
been the main reason why scholars have assented to the alleged 
inferiority of the Greek text. Certainly if the translator did 
deliberately omit the verses it would cast suspicion on some at 
any rate of the other passages where the Greek differs from the 
Hebrew text. Yet against the theory of deliberate omission 
the following suggestions seem worth considering. If the 
translator had felt the difficulty there was open to him the 
simple expedient of making the numbers correspond. A trans- 
lator who could omit several words to avoid a difficulty, was 
equally capable of altering a single number for the same end. 
Moreover the contention that these verses were omitted on 
account of the contradiction, would be more convincing if the 
verse containing it were the only one wanting in the Greek 
text at this point. In addition to t;. 12, lib and the greater 
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part of 13 are omitted; without necessity if the theory of 
deliberate omission be true. Again, the theory of deliberate 
omission from the text as we now have it ascribes to the trans- 
lator a performance which seems too ingenious to be true. 
According to this hyx>othesis the Greek translator first passed 
over 29 or 30 words. Then he took the next three words and 
translated them. Then he omitted the next six words, and 
afterwards went on with the narrative; i.e. a long piece was 
omitted, a short piece was translated, and a second short piece 
omitted. This would be a strange performance, but it is what 
must have been done if the translator had our M. T. before him. 

The problem presented by ch. viii. is no doubt troublesome. 
The original Hebrew text may have been the same as the 
present LXX text; or it may have been longer than the LXX 
but shorter than our present Hebrew text. But it is hardly 
possible that the Hebrew before the LXX was the same as ours. 

X. 13 omits the celebrated phrase, " Is it not written in the 
book of Jasher ?'' but Mr Thackeray, /. T. 8. vol. XI. p. 528, gives 
reasons for thinking it was not in the text. That in v. 37 LXX 
omitted "the king thereof ^^ because the death of the king of 
Hebron was already recorded in verse 26, is not likely from 
what we know of the translator. Indeed it rather comes 
under the head of * double omission,^ see v. 28, where the same 
phrase is absent from LXX. Verses 15 and 43 are discussed 
above, p. 4. 

xiii. 29. This may be an instance of omission by design, and 
if so a very excusable one, but it may have been caused by 
homoioteleuton. But see note on xix. 1. 

xiv. 3. Could be omission by homoioteleuton. 

xviii. 10. Ascribed by Dillmann himself to the hand of a 
Sedactor. 

xxii. 11. Probably the misreading of a difficult phrase. 

Having discussed the passages where the LXX gives the 
shorter text Dillmann objects to those where the Greek text is 
longer than the Hebrew, viz. viii. 18, ix. 27, x. 12, xiii. 7, xx. 3, 
xxiii. 5, xxiv. 4. These passages are dealt with in the notes. 

In addition he maintains that vi. 26, xvi. 10, xix. 48, xxi. 42, 
xxiv. 33 are entirely derived from other books. These passages 
are also discussed in the notes, but it may be well to follow 
Dillmann^s plan and take a crucial instance first. Such an 
instance may be found in xix. 47. Part of Josh. xix. 47 LXX is 
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47 And the border of the 
sons of Dan was too narrow^ for 
them, and the sons of Dan went 
up and fought with Leshem, 
and took it, and smote it ac- 
cording to the mouth of the 
sword and took possession of 
it, and dwelt in it, and called 
Leshem. Dan, according to the 
name of Dan their father. 



not in the M. T. and corresponds to Judges i. 34, 35 M. T. and 
LXX. The text in parallel columns will enable the argument 
to be more easily followed. 

Hebrew Text lxx 

48 This is the inheritance of 
the tribe of the sons of Dan, 
according to their families, 
their cities and their villages. 

a. And the sons of Dan did 
not drive out the Amorite, who 
drovethemintothehillcountry, 
and the Amorite did not allow 
them to come down into the 
valley | 47 and made narrow 
for them the border of their 
district. 

b. And the sons of Judah 
went forth and fought against 
Lachish and took it and smote 
it with the mouth of the sword, 
and dwelt in it, and called the 
name of it Lasendak. 

c. And the Amorite con- 
tinued* to dwell in Elom and 
in Salamein^ and the hand of 
Ephraim was heavy upon them, 
and they became tributary to 

48 This is the inheritance of them, 
the tribe of the sons of Dan 
according to their families: 
these cities and their villages. 

If we assume the LXX to represent the original, the way in 
which our Hebrew text arose is fairly simple. The original 
contained an extract from P winding up with the usual sub- 
scription, " This is the inheritance of the tribe of the children of 
Dan,'* etc. Then came an extract from J consisting of three 
sections; a, which describes the failure of the Danites to 
maintain their place in the South, b which describes their 
subsequent victory in the North, and c which states that 
the Amorites continue to dwell in Blom. The Hebrew reviser 
objected to any mention of the failure of Dan and consequently 
omitted it, as well as the section which relates that the 
Amorites continued to dwell in Elom. The section con- 
taining the account of the conquest of Laish by Dan he 
^ A generally accepted emendation. ^ inriiufvev. 
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retained but transferred it to a position before P's subscrip- 
tion. This is a perfectly simple and intelligible proceeding; 
omission of unsatisfactory details^ retention of satisfactory 
details, the whole being rounded ofif. 

If on the contrary it is maintained that our present 
Hebrew text is the original, then the LXX translator must 
have set to work as follows. He must have cleverly picked out 
the P subscription and put it in the right place at the end of 
the P section. Then instead of simply adding the narrative 
from Judges to the Joshua narrative before him, he recast it 
in excellent order — the failure of the Danites, the subsequent 
conquest of Laish by the Danites and then the less important 
statement that the Amorites continued to dwell in Blom until 
they were subdued by Ephraim. He leaves the passage in 
perfect order just as the writer of the oldest book might have 
penned it. It seems incredible that such a skilful performance 
as this could come from the hand of our translator. His was 
the humbler task of simply translating the original: the 
section of P and the section of J as they appeared in his Hebrew 
text. 

Further, the use of xhro/iivw (continue) in c seems decisive 
for a Hebrew original. The meaning of the word ^^Kin was not 
known to the Greek translators. In the passage in Judges and 
in Josh. xvii. 12 it is rendered by ipxofAai : in Josh. vii. 7 by 
Karofi^o). The only possible inference is that the translator had 
a Hebrew text before him: that vircftcivcv is his rendering of 
^«Vl and not an inexplicable variant of ijp^aro in Judges i. 35. 

A final argument for the superiority of the LXX may be 
found in the recent suggestion that the translation was the 
work of two hands, which if correct will partially invalidate 
the argument on p. 2, 1. 14, but perhaps gives more than it 
takes away. Mr Thackeray in his Grammar of 0. T. Gk, pp. 
viii and 13, afiirms the existence of two translators of Joshua, 
and if one may judge from the renderings of 'Lebanon* in 
the book, the division took place at ch. x. or xi., for we get 
*AynkiPavos in i. 4 and ix. 1 while in xi. 17; xii. 7; xiii. 5, 6, the 
form Ai)8avos is used. But the fact that in both parts of the 
book considerable differences from M. T. occur, strengthens the 
conclusion that the translators had an original before them 
different from the present Hebrew text. 
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CHAPTER I. 

1. 113. LXX Nainy, i.e. NAYH for NAYN, see Swete, Intro- 
ductian to O.T.in Oh, p. 480 note 2. In the ancient characters 
N and H were frequently confused. See Cobet's Va/riae 
Lectiones, p. 3. It is strange that this error should be constant. 

2. The last two words Skib^ 03^ should be omitted with 
LXX. The anticipation of the object is an Aramaic rather 
than a Hebrew construction, though it is found in some places, 
see Dr Driver's full note on 1 Sam. xxi. 14 If therefore the 
LXX omit either the pronominal suiB&x or the separate object 
it may be presumed that they give the earlier reading. In 
1 Sam. xxi. 14 and 2 Sam. xix. 6 LXX omit the suffix; here 
they omit the separate object. 

4. *i3lDntD. LXX took this and {I33^n as accusatives after 
*nn3 in V. 3. Jerome had the same text as ours, for " A deserto 
et libano'* does not show that he read p before p33^n. 
If therefore we are to read with Holzinger paaSnD it must be 
simply as a conjectural emendation. 

Dr Driver in Eattel conjectures p33^n nri, and following 
Deut. 3d. 24 reads -vun p for 'in^n ijn. The reduction of nm to 
1 probably took place also in xxiii. 4 D^ni for DSn TTI and perhaps 
in LXX in xiii. 4, see note. When nm had faUen out or was 
reduced to 1, confusion in the other prepositions would naturally 
follow. 

D^nn pK h^ . Not in LXX or the parallel passage Deut. xi. 24. 
To be omitted therefore as a late insertion. 

^n:in. lxx BA ^crxaTi7s = jiviKn. So in Deut. xi. 24. bn:in 
was probably an explanatory gloss, as pTwn D^n occurs only 
four times Deut. xi. 24, xxxiv. 2, Joel ii. 20, Zech. xiv. 8. 

7. Neither pT nor IKD is represented in LXX. In t?. 18 pi is 
rendered by aXXa, but the translator may not have been con- 
sistent in the retention or omission of small words. 

niinn. lxx omits. The lxx reading together with 13D0 
makes it almost certain that nninn is a late addition and 
that the original reading was simply x^ ^3. Note that in 
V. 18 iftnit feS is rendered by Kaff ^i. 

H. 2 
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<rvi^. LXX alwajTB misses the exact meaning of ^^fi^n ' to 
prosper/ See Deut. xxix. 8 and 1 Sam. xviii. 6 with Driver's 
note.* 

^Sn. LXX wpcuroTys: a deliberate alteration induced by the 
preceding mistake. ^^Thon shalt be wise in whatsoever thou 
doest.'' 

8. icoi cvoSoxrci T^ o8ovg <rov. A doublet. Lyons Hept. with 
some Gk MSS rendered the doublet and omitted the original. 

mx^n. LXX ciSgs. LXX most probably misread the word 
as h^Z^n and as this had been translated by avvy^ just before, 
varied with ctSgs. 

11. nnch^. Not in lxx. The expression must be compared 
with nn« Dncn^l in v. 15 which is also absent from LXX. As 
pointed out in the Introduction, the fact that two similar 
expressions in M. T. are omitted from LXX, raises the suspicion 
that they are insertions by a later hand. It must however 
be admitted that nntsrh is used as in the text, in Deut. iii. 18, 
V. 31, ix. 6, xii. 1, xix. 2, 14, xxi. 1 (LXX omits in xix. 2), so 
that it is a phrase one would expect, and the omission here 
may, as in Deut. xix. 2, have been an accident. 

13. |roi n:h n^3D uyrhn nin^ On comparing these words 
with Deut. iii. 18 one might be inclined to emend here with 
Kautzsch, who claims the authority of LXX icarciravo-cv koX cScoicck^ 
and Bhrlich to rvan (and of course \T\^) to }nn), but the idea 
of rest which is absent from the passage in Deuteronomy makes 
all the difEerence. The writer no doubt felt that the settlement 
of the two and a half tribes who had still to help the others in 
the coming conflict, would be niore rightly described by the 
participle indicating the future. 

14. pn^n -Oi^3 nciD. Not in lxx. Probably introduced 
from the end of v. 16. 

15. Eead with LXX uyrfn^ which dropped out of M. T. 
owing to its resemblance to DD^HkS. 

nniK Dncn^l to be omitted with lxx : so Dillmann. 

nw nar is omitted in i. 1, 15, xii. 6 b, xxii. 5. It is retained 
in i. 13, viii. 31 — 33, xi. 12, xii. 6 a, xiii. 8, xiv. 7, xviii. 7, xxii. 2. 
In xii. 6b and xxii. 5 it may of course have been dropped by 
T.TY as having occurred just before, but cf . viii. 31 and 33 
where it is rendered. 
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CHAPTER II. 



1. enn. A hapax leg. not represented in LXZ. HoUenberg 
suggests omission through ignorance of the word; but it may 
be due to the reviser who inserted mpn in v. 18, which also 
occurs only in this chapter, and is not represented in the Greek. 
Ehrlich's suggestion to read inn^ is negatived by the usage of 
D^ro: see note on vi. 23. 

Lxx = nc^ no iK3^i irrT Sk wan DHrjKn ^3B^ id^^i. The 'two 
men' may be an explicit subject but 1K3^1 im^ hn may have 
been in the text and omitted by homoioteleuton. ttJf 'Icpcxco 
after €ts in 54, 108 and 118 is no doubt right, see note on iv. 13. 

2. rMn , not in LXX v. 2. It appears in v. 3. 

3. ^n^3^ IKa TB^ yhn D^Wan . lxx cwnrciropcv/xcKovs €ts t^ ouciav 

a-av, omitting 1K3 TKt< I^Sk, Pesh. . in/oN O^;, omitting iKa "iBV 

inw. There is here a conflate reading. Strictly according to 
the evidence the conflate reading should be inu^ yhi^ D^^n. 
This represents only part of our M.T.; ^K3 ib^ may therefore 
be attributed to the scribe who put the two readings together. 

4. OB^. Absent from LXX A : where A differs from M. T. it 
is worth considering. 

Read with LXX D^Dvni. 

p "TOxni. And she said — ? Dillmann, 'richtig!' 'allerdings!* 
Oxford Lexicon^ ' Right,' * true.' Pesh. A-» |s^s^ . But no other 
example of this meaning is known. Ehrlich's statement that 
it = Kin p DanaiD requires too much to be 'understood.' LXX 
has cTir€F avroi9 Xcyovo-a. If avrots = urh it may give the solution 
of the difficulty. Taking the S of LXX and p of M.T. we get 
p^ which is used idiomatically in replies ; see Oxford Lexicon^ 
p. 487. The LXX seem generally to have misunderstood this 
idiomatic use of ph (see Lexicon) and would be very likely to 
read Dn^ if it would make sense. Judges xi. 8 may be compared 
though there the clause is suppressed which here is explicit. 
"True (we did drive thee out) but" — ^Here "true the men 
did come to me but." — The emendation is (1) idiomatic, 
(2) accounts for the h in LXX, otherwise inexplicable, (3) does 
away with the necessity of postulating an unparalleled meaning 
for p . Steuemagel's translation ' Jawohl' suits p^ but hardly p . 

2—2 
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non l^KD ^nin^ K^I omitted in LXX : i)erhaps accidentally. 
nnD omitted in LXX unless the translator thought the com- 
pound verb expressed the idea. Cf . iii. 6 vpowopcveaOe. 

7. 16WD nrW niD. T.XX iKXeCaOri. koL iy€V€To m #c.t.X. = 

•two Nn^l : 13D. The LXX deserves the preference. For cicXcurfty 
pointa to *tiD which is more idiomatic than in3D. This leaves 1 
to be attached to the next word and gives nnxi which koX cycvcro 
shows to be a corruption of ^n^i. For confusion of M and i see 
Zech. xi. 13 : ^ was the same size as 1 which is often confused 
with 1. 

The adoption of the LXX reading solves the trouble about 
the anomalous phrase "(iTfiO ^VIK which cannot be right. Some 
alteration must be made i£ the requirements of granmiar are to 
be satisfied. The text cannot stand as it is (though Bennett by 
some oversight leaves it). We must either adopt LXX imo ^nn, 
a phrase recurring in iv. 1, iv. 11, v. 8, or strike out the D and 
read iiw ^"tfiK. If we adopt iBtc ^inK the Dn^irw at the end of 
the verse is not pleasing. It must also be urged that ne^KD ^n^l 
is equivalent to a various reading, while "IB^ nnx is a conjectural 
emendation. 

Adopting LXX reading we have an exact parallel in the true 
text of 1 Sam. i. 12 and 13. There as here we have (1) ^n*l, 
(2) two circumstantial clauses and (3) Lnperf . with waw consec. 
answering *n^i. The circumstantial clauses are of course of the 
kind discussed in Driver, Tenses, § 168. 

9. The last six words in M.T. are absent from LXX. 
HoUenberg suggests that the eye of the scribe passed from 
^31 to *D the first word of v. 10. But it is quite possible that they 
are an insertion from v. 24. Cf . w. 14 and 20 and see Intro., p. 6. 

11. D^r6fi( Kin. LXX did not understand this use of Kin, 
see ch. xxiv. 17. B gives os, representing Kin and omitting 
D^n^K ; but as & and tfcos were often difficult to distinguish in 
the MSe. it is probable that D^n^ was originally represented 
and Kin omitted. So LXX A. 

12. nOK niK >h Dnnai . Not in LXX. " Either the remainder 
of a fuller text or a later addition" (Dillmann). It interrupts 
the connection and is better away. Holzinger thinks that t.tt 
omitted the words ''aus Stilgefiihl." But the translator of 
DnK^ \SKh in iv. 24 had no acute feeling for Hebrew style. 
The phrase is probably an insertion by the Hebrew reviser to 
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anticipate v. 18 where the scarlet cord is given to Bi^iab bj 
the spies. Here Bahab is made to ask for the sign whidi was 
given later on. In t7. 18 hn was already misread as niM. 

13. ^nrnx nK . lxx = W3 Sd n« . i?. 18 b M. T. favours lxx. 

14. nr wnai nw iTan K^ DK. Not in lxx. Perhaps intro- 
duced from V, 20. The LXX gives the following words to Bahab, 
" When the Lord shall have delivered the city to you." This 
no doubt arose from \:h being read as rxh (the confusion is 
frequent) and #cou avnj ctrcv was then inserted. Or it may be 
that n^ni was written indistinctly and taken as *iDMni. See also 
in v. 20 " If any one harm us," first person for third. 

pKH . LXX T^v iroXiK. Same deviation as in 18 a. 

15. ^nnn. Not in lxx. Perhaps omitted by accident, the 
next word begins with 3 . 

" For her house," etc. The last seven words of M. T. are not 
in LXX. A gloss. See Intro., p. 10. 

16. After D^Dnin the LXX oTrUrta vfitav perhaps represents 
DDnnK or rather DD^inWD. It may have fallen out from M. T. 
on account of its similarity to the next word nrwi . 

17. larmac^n le^. Omitted by lxx here and in v. 20, 
A case of double * omission.' See Intro., p. 3. 

18 a. pK3 . LXX better cts fi4po9 rrjs iroXcw? = Tyn nvp3 "into 
the outskirts of the city," cf . v. 14. Perhaps this gave riae to 
the tradition that BahaVs house was "on the wall." 

18 b. nrn *35yn Din mpn hk. lxx prefixes #ca4 ft/Vcw to cny- 

ficiby, and goes on to inrapriov ro kokkwov tovto ^icSi^cis. 

HoUenberg, p. 2, regards ^o-cts as a corruption of ftfcra^and 
takes ft^o-cis (or Sifo-cis) to arffieloy as a doublet. At first sight 
however the genuineness of ^at OijcrtK seems guaranteed by the 
k€lL which might represent the waw introducing the apodosis 
nn^, and niM also by the gloss in v. 12. But the Lyons Hepta- 
teuch has "hoc erit signum; spartum coccinum hoc deligabis 
in f enestram " as if it read to arifUlov to (nraprCov to kokkivov touto 
without any verb before it. This seems to decide for M. T. 
n^ was read by lxx as niK, as it was by Jerome and probably 
by the Hebrew reviser himseU (cf. note on v. 12), and the 
sentence originally translated in the form in which the Lyons 
Heptateuch found it. Subsequently koX ^o-ct? was inserted. 

nipn, which was not before LXX, occurs only here and in 
V. 21. We no doubt owe it to the reviser who inserted 21 b ; 
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perhaps the one who snbseqaently added the somewhat rare 
words ^pn and »)Dfi<D in ch. vi. and tnn in t?. 1 of this chapter. 

19. T«p opK4^ <rcv TouT<^. ProbaWy an ampliative gloss, w. 19 
and 20 are wrongly divided in LXZ. 

20. l^npiB^n ne^. Omit with LXX and substitute HMT as 
in V. 17. 

21. lii "le^ni . Not in LXX. Hollenberg and others suggest 
that the eye of the scribe passed from the first idS^ to the 
second. But it must be urged that the action described is not 
suitable to the situation presupposed. It is not yet time for 
Bahab to display the cord. This was to be done "when we 
come into the city" v. 18. The spies are to be in hiding some 
days, and the Jordan crossed by the Israelites before the sign 
is required. 

23. LXZ omit iKnn. 

24, T^ Y^v iKtivqv. The last word is perhaps amplificatory. 

CHAPTER m. 

I. bfcne^ 03^D1 Kin. Not in LXX. The usual phrase is 
" all Israel.'^ Only elsewhere in Num. xxvii. 21 (C. and B.). 

8. LXX. " The priests and the Levites " for " the priests the 
Levites.'' A common alteration in LXX. 

4. nTO3. LXX has <rr4o'€fr6€ which should be emended to 
oT7o-a<rflc; they read the word as MOV (imi)er.). 

6. " Sanctify yourselves.'^ LXX adds "for the morrow/' 
perhaps rightly, cf . vii. 13. 

8. nrm. lxx = nnm. It is difficult to see any reason for 
the pronoun being used here. There is no particular emphasis. 

nvp ir. LXX B M /lia-ov. A and F hrl fUpcfv^ rightly, cf. 
the translation of nvp throughout this book, iii. 15, iv. 19 et oZ. 

The LXX icoi before ^ t^ 'lop&avQ is no doubt right, cf . 
Driver, Tenses^ § 124, where the omission is noted. The waw 
fell out by haplography with the preceding nun. 

10. LXX omit w^rv* td«M. It occurs immediately before. 

II. n^nin is of course ungrammatical. This and the corr^ 
spending anomaly in t?. 17 (piKH) are generally taken to show 
that the words following are insertions, if so they were in the 
text earlier than lxx. In the places where the ark is 
mentioned, w. 3, 6, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15 hia, 17, LXX follows M.T.; 
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amplifying in t?. 6 by Kvpiov and in w. 13 and 15 by nfs StaOiJKrj^, 
(In V. 13 Kvptov has to do duty for both piK and n^n% or v. 13 
may have been originally the same as 11.) The facts here 
tabulated show that the translator of Joshua was, like other 
LXX translators, more inclined to add to, than to omit from 
the Hebrew text. 

DD^:d^. Not in LXX. 

12. pinyi. Not in lxx. Inserted by a Hebrew scribe to 
give an air of connection to a verse which is plainly out of place. 

13. ^San niM . LXX 01 iroScs. The same phrase is rendered 
in the same way in iv. 18. Perhaps an abbreviation in both 
cases. But tp is literally rendered in i. 3. 

Of the last six words, three are not represented in LXX. 
Following a hint of Dillmann we may conjecture that LXX 
represents an intermediate stage between the original Hebrew 
and the M. T. The verse originally ended at pniD». A 
scribe added the first three words of v. 16 — to judge from the 
anomalous grammar of nov^l — quite mechanically. This text 
the LXX translator rendered. A later scribe, in order to make 
the two clauses correspond, introduced the remaining three 
words from v. 16. 

15. rov *lopSavov may be a dittograph. Sd, LXX wo-ct reading d . 

16. &m7 injyfia cv. Many MSS. read €is irrjyfua 2v. 

imV IVO lev l^n DiKn. lxx <r«^o8/a«ws IcDS /i€po9 KapiaOuapifi 

= ]m^ n'ip iB^K ny iKon. That is, din3 was read as ikm, "vy 
or rather iy was read as ny and nKV ny translated by ?<«)s. The 
n of n^yn in M. T. belongs to the name of the town. Mcpos for 
1VD is at first sight troublesome. It is translated rightly in 
xii. 9 by TrXiyo-tov. The translator uses fi€po^ to render nvp — 
which was written yp — the outskirts of a city, and he no doubt 
read that here, mistaking D for p. The l of 1VO was taken with 
the following word and read as T, and the V of Zarethan read 
as y. Hence Kaptatft/i. (54 and 75) afterwards filled out to 
Sarjath Jearim. In spite of the mistakes made by LXX it 
enables us to restore the right reading "vy, not n^yn, and conse- 
quently the true name of the city, Adamah. If the n had been 
written, as it would had it been the article and not the termi- 
nation of a word, the translator would not have taken ly for ny; 
the article would have kept him right. 

17. pn. Not in LXX BA, a late insertion from iv. 3. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

In spite of the fact that we have only two narratives J and B 
(with Dent, amplifications) to deal with in this chapter, there 
are three accounts of the events connected with the memorial 
stones. They are (1) carried iato the midst of the Jordan and 
set up there, v, 9, (2) carried out of the midst of the river from 
the place where the priests stood and set up on the land, 3 a, 
5 and 8 a. But the command to carry the stones over inyn 
in 3 b and 8 b, poiats to a third account of the stones being 
taken right across from the East to the West side; so Well- 
hausen and Holzinger; Dillmann leaves it undecided. As to 
the existence of a third account the LXX renders some help. 
If with it we omit the phrase in v. 3 D^^HDH ^^3n 3VDD we get 
two commands : (1) Take up from the midst of the Jordan, v. 3a, 
(2) Prepare or get ready (l^DnO twelve stones, and carry them 
across with you, and deposit them in the lodging place, where 
ye shall lodge this night, v, 3 b. The latter command is 
complete and natural, and may therefore be taken as part of 
the original narrative. The first command is incomplete and 
can fairly be put down to a scribe who was influenced by 
the account of the stones being taken out of the river. This 
account comes from vv, 5 and 8 a. In 8 a pi^n lino is not quite 
consistent with luyn in 8 b and can easily be dispensed with. 
Verse 5 however remains, but the LXX may indirectly help us 
here: iMK' ^ nnK pK B^ DD^ ir^'nn) pTn nin Sn nirr "^^th nny. 
The phrase pl^n lin ^N comes before lonn, and if the men had 
been conmianded to lift up the stones from the midst of the 
river, we should naturally expect DBnD after it, and indeed the 
LXX actually inserts €ic€t^€v, the equivalent of DITD, but it is 
not in the M. T. This little point may put us on the right 
track. Was the sentence originally meant to convey no 
command at all to take up stones from the midst of the river ? 
The fact that DK^ was not inserted after lonni by the original 
writer is surely in favour of this. There is no doubt that as 
Carpenter and Battersby say "the narrative of the memorial 
stones is extraordinarily confused.^^ It is here suggested that 

^ Tbe same form would serve for bofch singular and pluraL 
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this confasioii was mtroduced by the misunderstanding ol the 
writer's meaning in t;. 5; a misunderstanding which arose 
from the position of lonn after nny . In the mind of the original 
writer there would be no suspicion of the possibility of his 
meaning being mistaken. Certain men are ordered to get 
ready — pn — the stones; then Joshua gives the command 
"cross over before Jahveh, and take up the stones on your 
shoulders/^ The context made it clear that the stones to be 
shouldered were in readiness on the bank of the river, hence 
there could be no ambiguity caused by putting ^l^^'^n after my. 
Aa for tTvn p in v. 20, it must be urged that p is just as likely 
to represent inyo as lino. With this interpretation of v, 5 we 
get rid of the strange statement that twelve stones were taken 
from the place where the priests* feet stood, get two accounts 
only of the stones in the two narratives, and are relieved of 
the hopeless granmiatical difficulty of pDn in v. 3. 

After the meaning of v, 5 had been misunderstood, 8a suffered 
interpolation by the words pTn lino and 3 a by ]ll'>n Tino IKK'. 
This was the state of the text before the LXX. Afterwards 3 a 
suffered a further interpolation by D^iHDn ^^31 n^ttDD from v. 9, 
and ntD from some later hand. Probably also v, 4 stated that 
Joshua called the men who had prepared the stones, but 
D^in«n O^DH X'N was altered into hir^"* ^ino pDn ik^k. Joshua 
does not 'prepare' the men, he * takes' (npS) them or * com- 
mands' (niv) or 'calls' (kt?) them; iii. 12, iv. 2, 3a, 4. 

2. inp plural. LXX read the singular rightly, as Joshua 
alone is addressed. 

3. "IDK^. Not in LXX, probably not original; out of 43 
occurrences in this book there are only four unrepresented, 
i. 13, iii. 6, iv. 3, iv. 22. See Intro., p. 6. 

D^jnDH 'h^l aVDD. These words are omitted here in LXX, 
though they recur in t?. 9 where they are in place and give 
perfectly good sense. To put twelve stones in the bed of the 
river where the priests stood, is quite a possible proceeding: 
but apart from the explanation of the origin of the phrase 
already given, it is difficult to believe that a first-hand narrator 
would have thought it possible that twelve — presumably large 
stones — could be taken from the limited area covered by the 
ark and its bearers. Holzinger however maintains deliberate 
omission on the part of LXX. 
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PDH . LXX cToiftovs reading D^ilD3 , induced by the context. In 
the original text the two forms would only differ by one letter. 
Graetz, Die Psalmen, p. 132, gives examples of the confusion of 
n and 3, and the context would strongly favour i. 

4 l^n -e^. LXX T«v ivS6$itiv. The Hebrew shows this to be 
a corruption of ovs MStiiar, Examples of many equally bad 
corruptions can be seen in Driver's Samuel, p. Iviii. See also 
in this book xv. 21, and xxiii. 4 where B has o^cp ctira for 
cfrcp/ot^. 

5. 5 a has been amplified in the Hebrew by p'TK and DD^n^K , 
see LXX. It is worth noticing that LXX has an interesting 
doublet here, l^fivpocr$€v /xov and irpo trpoa-iOTrov Kvpiov, The first 
expression shows that nin^ ^3dS was read as ^3bS; this could not 
have been done unless nin^ was abbreviated to ^ which did not 
differ in form from 1, '1 ^^dS became by haplography ^3D^. For 
other cases showing that nin^ was written as ^ or 1 see Driver's 
Samuel, p. box, note 2; also ch. vi. 9 and xxiv. 7 of this book. 

5 b. Kol drcXd/Acvos CKCt^cv CKaoTos \LBov dpana k.t.X, 

As pointed out above iKclOcv is an insertion, dparfa is not a 
free translation as Hollenberg suggests. It comes after XI6ov 
in B corresponding exactly in position to nriK after pK; it 
therefore represents the verb which was read by mistake iastead 
of nnK, perhaps ^ijn^. 

6. DD^T?!. LXX K€ifi€vov Blol iravro^. The Hebrew must have 
been illegible, and the translator therefore supplied something 
suitable. Kei/ieyo^ is very rarely used in the Greek Bible. This 
renders it probable that the word was the translator's own and 
not a rendering of any text before him. See on xiii. 14 b. 

7. Koi (TV. LXX read sing, for pi. as in vi. 3. Final D was 
indicated by a mark of abbreviation. LXX is a little free here. 

nin^ nnn jnx amplified in lxx by vdcrrf^ t^s y^s. 
p"i^n 1^ iJTTDi* Not in LXX BA. It may have crept in from 
the preceding line. 

8. ^«-|K^ ^^n HDIB^ -©DdS. LXX €v ry owrcXctV t^s StajgaVcos 
T<3v vi^v. 

In comparing these readings it must be noticed that hirii^ ^33 
and vlfov occupy the same position in the sentence ; so that the 
problem is to see how ^D3K^ TBDdS and ^v tq (rvvrcXciigi t^s &a)9a(rc<us 
are connected. 

It is true that at first sight one would take LXX to have 
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read nai;^ Sine^ ^33 Dh? comparing iv. 1, 11. But the fact that 
htns^ ^33 and vUav correspond in position forbids that; as the 
translation of iv. 1, 11 in LXX shows that the subject should 
come immediately after the verb. 

'i:i1 Dnn is therefore ruled out. But it seems impossible to 
find two Hebrew substantives to represent the two Greek 
substantives: we must therefore fall back on the suggestion 
that the Hebrew words before the translator were illegible and 
that he was obliged to supply the deficiency from his own 
sense of what was suitable, and on the basis of iv. 1 he wrote iy 
TQ awr€\€iq, t^s 8ca)Sa<r€0)s. He probably read TDDD^ as napS. 

9. T.YY oXAovs inserted for harmonistic reasons; whether by 
the translator or a later hand it is impossible to say. avr<p; in 
the Jordan itself, another addition. 

10 b. " According to all/^ etc., LXX omits. Almost certainly 
an addition in M. T. 

11. Dyn '*^th D^^nDHI. LXX koL ol XiSoi lifivpo<r$€v avrwv. avr^s 
in 44, 54, 75, 76, 106 is no doubt right. Read therefore DOnxni 
nOD^. A natural circumstantial clause; the ark passed over 
"with the stones before it." 

13. irri^ nniiy. LXX BA vpo^ njv Icpix*" ^o^v. According 
to five MSS. rrjv iroXiv 'Ic/a^x**. 

The BA reading is earlier than the other, for that could arise 
from BA but not vice versa. But ^roAtv itself is not original; 
irpos T^K lcptx<o was the original phrase as can be seen from a 
comparison with ii. 1, iv. 19, vi. 2, 25, viii. 2, ix. 9 and x. 1, where 
the article alone is used. In all these cases we get r^v 'Icptxco 
rg or T^s l€p4x<". I^XX then either did not have nmr in their 
text or else deliberately omitted it. But what motive could 
there be for omission? In the next chapter, v. 10, T\2isf2 is 
translated by ivl SvcrfuSv, and the same word would doubtless have 
been used here if the M. T. were right. The translator would 
have felt no hesitation in writing irpos Svcrfid^ Icpi-x^"- The 
probability therefore is that nnit? was not in the text before LXX» 
In that case we get rid of a difficulty; for this verse has been 
assigned to P on the strength of the expression T\2iD. But it 
has always been felt that the number of armed men, 40,000> 
here assigned to the 2^ tribes is in striking contrast to that 
given in Numb. xxvi. which belongs to P, where we get about 
110,000. If however nanv was not in the original, the necessity 
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of assigning the verse to P vanishes; it will belong, like those 
which precede and follow, to a writer of the Deuteronomic 
school. In iii. 16 nnis; is transliterated, see also xi. 16. 

14. y4v<nf^ should represent Dy, but htmrt Qo does not occur 
in this book: viii. 33 must be corrected by LXX, see note; it is 
probably therefore an amplification. 

18. \pfO. LXX icat HdrfKav not knowing the word. The 
right rendering in viii. 6 dvoairdia is a guess from the context as 
viii. 16 €uf}umffu shows. LXX tovs ntiSas for " the soles of the feet 
of the priests^' is the result of this; the erroneous l^icav already 
had Up€is for its nom., and its repetition was unnecessary. On 
*^n niftD see iii. 13. 

21. LXX omits seven words in this verse. HoUenberg holds 
that the translator wished to render the diffuse Hebrew more 
concisely, but the fact that he renders the superfluous D3^ in 
the similar passage in t?. 6 is against this, htner* ^^n ^ IDK^I if 
original may have been omitted by homoioteleuton. mD would 
be expected on the analogy of v. 6, but the 'fathers* who do 
not appear in t?. 6 might easily be an insertion as elsewhere, 
cf . xxiv. 6 note. 

22. The omission of tdkS in LXX after Dnjnini is upheld by 
the same omission in M. T. v. 7 after DnnDMl, though strangely 
enough LXX inserts Xfyay in v, 7. 

24. Dnm^ pch. LXX tva vf^U a-tPryrOt shows that the 
erroneous pointing is based on ancient tradition. 

D^n ^3. T.YY iy mvrl fyyi^f. The MS must have been 
illegible. 



CHAPTER V. 

1. LXX BA omit Sd, no^ and ^d of ^31 ; additions no doubt 
due to the hand of a reviser. 

nos geographical detail not in LXX. koX Iram/crav k.t.X. is the 
doublet, KaTfxXayiyo-av the original. 

2. mB^-3155^. LXX = 35?. The reviser altered 3B^ to 3W and 
added rv^ at the end of the verse, see below on v. 8. 

3. Tov KoKovfiivov^ explanatory addition. 
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LXXi?t7. 4 b to6 
(sliglitly emended) M. T. tw. 4 b to 6 

All those who were bom by All the people who came out 
the way and those who were of Egypt, males, the men of 
nncircnmcised of them that war, dfied in the wilderness by 
came out of Egypt, all these the way when they had come 
Joshua circumcisea. out of Egypt 

For circumcised were all the 
people who came out, but aU 
the people who were bom in 
the wilderness by the way when 
they had come out from Egypt 
were not circumcised. 
For for forty yeaj*s Israel For for forty years the chil- 
wandered in me wilderness, dren of Israel walked in the 
therefore uncircumcised were wilderness until all the nation 
most of them. As for the men was consumed, — the men of 
of war who came out of the land war who came out of Eg3rpt 
of Egypt who disobeyed the who did not hearken, etc. 
commands of Grod, etc. 

4, 5, 6. Here we have a LXX text considerably different 
from that of M. T. The expression Sv 8€ rpoiror cannot represent 
TJW xnn mi . The Greek should probably be taken as referring 
backwards, " So Joshua purified the children of Israel,^* while 
the Hebrew refers forward. 

The probability is that LXX misread nn as nsi and para- 
phrased ho by ir€pi€Kaj9ap€y. Then 4 a in M. T. would stand. The 
text before LXX would be as follows : ycnn^ ^D "TBt^ lain nn 
rhn ^D Dn^DD d^kv^hd D^^n ^di yn2 om^^n ^d ihvner> ^33 hk 

6. In LXX this verse gives a very different meaning from 
that which is expected. It is unanimously admitted to be 
wrong. I venture to propose the following solution, avr^y 
rwv iuixHMK¥ = m Hellenistic Greek "those fighting men," see 
Blass, p. 170, but it is doubtful whether the translator had 
before him Dnn nopfeon ^jj^^K. He probably translated some- 
what mechanically the following text^ after the words "The 

1 Taking DHD to be in apposition to nOTlbDn ^(^^M and thns translating 
by a^wr rwr itaxU**'^* ^^^ i^ ^ possible that lxx originally translated oorreetly 
by ol MxcMOi jr.r.X., for 75 in Holmes and Parsons gives ol ^|eX0(tfTvt wbieh may 
be the remains of the original nnassimilated ot ^cXiyXu^et. 
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children of Israel wandered forty years in the wilderness'* 
ij«DB^ vh -rx DnvDD D^KV^n non^Dn ^k^^k dhd dot vn d^tt pS 
pKH nx DniKin ^n^a^ DnS rae^^ -ik^ nin^ Sip3. This it is true 
gives neither grammar nor sense. Bnt if we put a stop at 
DilD and omit the ne^ before V2^, which may easily have crept 
in under the influence of the preceding ntsm^, we get both sense 
and grammar^ and can then render : 

" For the children of Israel had wandered forty years in 
the wilderness, therefore uncircumcised were most of them. 
As for the men of war who came out of Eg3rpt, who did not 
obey the voice of Jehovah, he had sworn to them that he 
would not let them see the land,*' etc. 

The LXX translator had no reason for altering his text, the 
Hebrew reviser had : viz. the strong objection he would feel to 
the statement that some of those who came up out of Egypt 
were uncircumcised. This could not be admitted : but it was 
asserted in the original text and therefore considerable alteration 
was necessary to bring the passage into harmony with the 
religious beliefs of the reviser. Dillmann (p. 458) speaks of 
" this not very clear exposition," but considering the difficulty 
of the task, the overworking has on the whole been ingeniously 
done. 

Bvo in LXX is simply a corrupt repetition and misreading 

of mK'. 

7 b. "pnn DHK 'ho Vh ^D m D^Vir ^D. LXX B Bul to avrov? 
yeyewrja-Oai Kara rrfv oSov atrepiTfnJTOvs = DvTl^ VH lpri2 DHiSm ^D . 

The Hebrew may possibly have been yrt^ n^^ ^D vn D^^'w ^D, 
but Dm^M which api)ears in M. T. in this passage is perhaps 
more likely. When the translator began with Bui for ^D he was 
obliged to go on with the ace. and inf. 

8. Man Sd. Not in LXX BA. Thus LXX is consistent here. 
In view of Numb. xiv. ^lan ^D had to be supported by n^3B^ and 
2W in V. 2. According to the narrative in Numbers exclusion 
from the promised land was pronounced on those Israelites who 
were 20 years old and upwards. This took place two years 
after the Exodus : therefore aU those who were under 18 years 
of age at that time had been bom in Egypt, and according to 
M. T. here, must have been circumcised. But here all the nation 
— Man^D — ^is said to have been circumcised at Gilgal. Thus 
those male Israelites who at the time of the sentence of exclusion 
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were under 18 years of age and survived to the time of entry, 
must have been circumcised twice. Hence nOB^ and 2W in 
V.2. 

Here as elsewhere LXX appears to give an intermediate stage 
in the history of the text. As Bilbnann (p. 459) says, the 
section 4 — 7 is an endeavour to bring the account of the circum- 
cision at Gilgal into harmony with Genesis xvii. 

In LXX we have the record of an attempt that was not 
drastic enough for subsequent editors: in M.T. we have the 
final endeavour of one or more scribes to achieve the impossible. 

9. ntn Dvn 11?. NotinLXX. Carpenter and Battersby point 
out that here and in vii. 26 occur the only two instances of the 
omission of these words from LXX Josh. 

10. 13m and ^a^aa not represented in LXX. They may have 
been omitted by homoioteleuton. If so the LXX supplied an 
explicit subject to IB^I. Carpenter and Battersby, however, 
point out that v. 10 (P) is the continuation of iv. 19 (P) and in 
the original narrative the words omitted in v. 10 would not be 
required. The impression conveyed by inspection of the 
Hebrew text no doubt is that the last three words of v. 9 and 
the first four of v. 10 were omitted by accident, but the insertion 
of geographical details in other places renders the same thing 
possible here. 

inn^ nnirn. Represented in LXX by a doublet or rather a 
triplet : (1) ^w-l SwfiuJv lcpix<i> — see same mistake in Psalm Ixviii. 4 
and often — xi. 16; (2) t<J irtpav tov *lopSavov; (3) cv ixf irc3up. 
In (2) niTi; was read as 131^, and tov lopdavov added. 

11. nMH niTOD omitted in LXX BA. As in r. 12 mnOD is 
also omitted, it seems likely that these words were not in the 
text of the translator. See Intro., p. 3. 

^ibp. LXX via, a mistake. 

12. jr^D pK HKUriD AdKM. LXX B iKopvUravro 3c nyv icovpav 
Tw 4>. All other MSS. seem to have xnipav = px. 

nKun occurs only here in Joshua and the translator may 
possibly have been in doubt as to its meaning and omitted it : 
but KOfmiiofuu means "to enjoy the fruit of," so iKopTruravro is 
most probably an idiomatic translation. 

In 14 and 15 inriB'^l and p renn^ B^l are not in LXX BA. 
For the latter cf . x. 23. Probably editorial. 
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CHAPTER VI. 



There are striking differences between M. T. and LXX in this 
chapter. Verses 3 b and 4 in M. T. are not represented in LXX. 
Verses 8 and 9 are narrative in M. T. and a command in LXX. 
The rearguard with trumpets which appears in tw. 9 and 13 of 
M. T. is not represented in LXX. 

The explanation which has generally been offered of these 
differences is that LXX shortened M. T. to avoid difficulties. See 
Introduction^ p. 11, in opposition to this. 

1. ^B^ ^3n ODD. Not in LXX. Verse 1 is a participial 
introductory clause (Ewald, 341 c) = " now when Jericho had 
shut its gates and was shut up, none going out and none 
coming in, then Jehovah said unto Joshua.'' The omission 
of the three words lightens the clause. 

2. ^nn nna . The absence of any connecting particle shows 
that the text has suffered somehow, but LXX with tovs Bwarcvs 
Iv urxyi renders no help. Before these words however LXX has 
Tov ficuriXia avnys tov iv avTg = n3'tW< HdWd HKI. Perhaps we 
should read nn TB^ (or comi>aring ix. 10 which shows that nB^* 
could easily fall out after ne^, na aB'i^ ys^) with the singular. 
Or r£ the plural is to be retained, we might emend na niW into 
n*3B^l or n^3Ki, "I will deliver into thy hand Jericho and its 
king and its inhabitants, the mighty men of valour.'' For the 
omission of riK before the second object, cf. Davidson, Heb. 
Syn., § 72, E2. Cf. x. 2 of Gibeon onni n^B^^K bi. 

3. Dnnoi. Lxx=nnDi. 

3 b and 4. Not in LXX. Insertion of reviser, see Intro- 
duction, p. 11. 

5. '^t'i^n ^lp HK DDyOB^a . Not in LXX. The absence of a con- 
necting particle raises the suspicion that the phrase is a mere 
variation of the preceding words, inserted when it was seen 
that in w. 16 and 20 the signal was given by blowing the 

ni3. LXX Kara irpwrwrov d% t^ irokw. At first sight the 
question seems to be whether rrrim was in the M. T. as in v, 20, 
or whether cis t^ ir6\Lv is an addition of the LXX scribe. But 
the truth is that ^U r^v iriXi» is original and icarot vp6aiawov a 
doublet. The translator knew the exact meaning of *113, see 
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iii. 16 airivavriy v. 13 ^arrtbv, viii. 11 €f cvavrias. The free 
rendering of 133 in viii. 35 by €ts ra Sra suggests that €ts riyv 
TToXtv is his rendering of the word here, and #caTa vpoa-vnTov 
which he never uses for 133, a later doublet. An interesting 
example of the truth of Lagarde's second canon. 

6. "131 IKCJ^. Omit with LXX as insertion of reviser: the 
last nine words of the verse from Piynen onwards are repeated 
from the interpolation in v. 4. Both are anticipatory insertions 
from w, 8 and 13. 

7. Omission in LXX of jn« before Jahveh as in vu. 6. 
TTcpteX^ctv must be emended to iropeX^civ as it represents 
nay. 

8. D^3nDn. LXX has no article. After the insertion of 
3 b, 4 the article was required in M. T. LXX imperatives are 
original. 

9. In LXX this verse is quite intelligible though in re- 
translation it requires the insertion of a word after liiirpofrSfv, 
oi 3c fidxifJLOi tfiirpoa-Oev trapairopcvea'Ofoa'av, koI oi Upci? oi ovpayovvT€S 
OTTurto rrj^ kiPwtov rrj^ BtaOi^icq^ KvpCov cakwi^ovres. 

The first diflSculty is with i/ivpoadey. What does it represent ? 
DOaS which the translator probably thought he had before him 
is impossible : it is used with the meaning ^before ' of time only, 
not of position. In accordance with usage some object is de- 
siderated. Comparison with v, 13, where the instructions here 
given are carried out, would be the best means of deciding, 
but is precluded by the fact that the verse is corrupt. We 
must therefore resort to 13 M. T., and there we find not an 
exact repetition of M. T. 9 but a shorter expression Dn^3B^. 
This may be accepted as having been the original in v, 9, 
though it may be pointed out that there is something to be 
said for '^ ^3£i^. Supposing this to have been written, there 
would be in the text three exactly similar letters together: 
the last letter of ^3E)^, the l representing 7])n'* and the 1 of 
5|DXDni. One of these might easily have disappeared or have 
been overlooked by the translator. In default however of v. 13 
LXX we must perhaps be content to follow M. T. 13, and accept 
Dn^3DV as being before LXX in v. 9. The Hebrew reviser either 
expanded " before them " or altered " before J. " into " before 
the priests blowing with the trumpets.'^ 



Digitized by 



Google 



34 



JOSHUA 



The second difficulty is with koI ol UptU ol ovpayovvrt^, Lucian 
and many MSB omit ol ovpayovvrtq. According to Field, God. VII, 
second corrector has ol aKoXov^owres. Syro-Hex. has "and those 
who went after," evidently reading the same. Lyons Hept. has, 
et sacerdotes qui sequuntur post arcam testamenti tubis canant. 
On this evidence we may conjecture that LXX read something 
like lypn^ nin^ ji^k ^'thx D^D^nn D^^nDni, and that iidndh is a cor- 
rection. As for TrapatropevitrOiMrav, Wellhausen^s statement (Die 
Com/p? p. 122) that w. 8 and 9 were originally commands 
upholds the LXX imperatives in these verses. 

11. Pjpn n^yn nfc<. Omitted by B; C|pn is almost certainly due 
to the hand of a reviser. 

nriK DyD. LXX cv^cws. The translator does not appear to 
have known the meaning of Dya. In v. 14 he gives eyyu^€v, 
16 ir€pto8os ; the right rendering in v. 16 must be a guess. In 
X. 42 he gives €«ra7raf . 

12. LXX inserts here ^al t^J w^ '^ Scvr^ and omits ^3B^n Dva 
in V. 14. Comparison with v, 15 favours LXX. 

13 b and 14\ The following conspectus is from Holzinger : 



B. 

(1) Kot fiera ravra 
curciropcvovro ol fJ^xi- 
fioi KoX 6 XoiTTOs oxA.09 
oirurSe njs Kipwrrov nys 
8ia^ici/s Kvpiov, 

(2) icai ol Upci^ 
ecroXirurav rats <raX- 

(3) Ktti o XoiTTOS 

oxA.o5 airas irtpuKV' 
K\io<r€ T^v irokiv iyyv~ 
0€v Ka\ SLwfjXSov irdXiv 
€1$ T^ irap€fipo\rjv. 



37 words. 



A. 

(2) Kol ol tepeis 
icakvurav rai? ceiA.- 
iny$iv 

(3) ical d Xoiiros 
o^Xos a?ra9. koX dwijX- 
6ov irdkiv €ts TTiv ira- 
pefifioXijv. 

(1) Koi fi€Ta ravra 
€ureirop€vovTO ol fio.)(jL- 
fjioi Koi I Xoi7ro9 o-^os 
OTrurOcv t^s Kipnurov 

T^S SiaOT^KTJS KVpiOV, 



33 words. 



Lucian. 

(1) Koi 6 Xoiiro^ 
©xXos airas xat oi 
fidxtfioi cUreiropfvovTO 
/JLcra ravra Kal 6 Xoiiros 
o)(\os OTia-Sev njs Kt- 
fiiarov T^s Bia$TJKrjs 
Kvpiov, 

(2) irO/»€vdfl€V04 Kttl 

caXTtifovTcs ToTs Kcpa- 
Tivat9. 

(3) Kat^reptCKVKXo)- 

o-av T^V TToXtV ^1^ T^ 

tjfiAptf, rg Sevrcp^ oiraf 
iyyvOev Kal dirfjXOov 
TraXiv €ts T^v irapefi- 
PoXrjv, 

43 words. 



^ V. 14 in Swete should begin at koX 6 \oit6s 8x>m arar. 
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The LXX here is very corrupt : is it possible to restore the 
true text ? I venture to think it is. For taking v. 14 b first and 
comparing it with M. T. we should naturally infer that LXX 
inserted 6 Xoiwos ox^os airas as an explicit subject of UD^l. If 
this is so, it gives us the origin of o Xoiiros ox^ in v. 13^ ; which 
ofEers a simple solution of an otherwise hopeless problem. For 
striking out o Xociros ox^o? in v. 13 we get in B : ical fiera ravra 
eicrcTropevovTO ol fidxf-fwt ottio-^c t^s Kifiiarov r^s Bui6iJKrfs Kvpiov koL ol 
Icpcis lo-aXTTMrav rots (raKiriy^i. 

That ft€Ta ravra is an intrusion is seen from its place being 
different in BA, and Lucian. Omitting it and turning the rest 
back into Hebrew, we get 

: ni'TfiiK^n n^pn DonDni r\\rv^ nna pnK nnx -^n y iSnni 
This leaves us the statement ''The armed men going behmd the 
ark of the covenant of Jehovah and the priests blowing the 
horns": now compare the two texts. 

LXX = nin^ nna ji-tk ^-infc< i>n pWini . 

M.T. nin^ \Mt^ ^"vw i?r\ 5|Dfc<Dni dh^^d^ i>n viSnni. This shows 
how the mistake arose. The translator's eye passed from the 
first "^n to the second, the result being the statement that the 
armed men followed the ark. This was felt by subsequent 
Greek scribes to be wrong, and various endeavours were made 
to improve matters by the introduction of o Xot^ros ©xA^s from 
below and the insertion of ol Itptls to get a subject to €o-aX7ri(rav. 
Indications of these endeavours are to be seen in the confused 
condition of the passage in all three Recensions, copied above. 

The above solution is confirmed by an inspection of Lucian's 
text — 01 /uixtfML €ur€JropeuovTO fiera ravra Koi 6 Xoiwoi ©xA-os oiricr^€v 
T^s KLpujTov, Striking out o Xoiwo? ©xA-os, we get fiera ravra and 
oTTixrOcv together. Omitting fiera ravra, we are left with ol fidxi-fioi. 
tia-eTTopcvovro oirurOtv r^s ki/Sowov. This turned back into Hebrew 
and compared with M. T. gives us the same result as before, 
viz. that the present LXX text arose from omission by homoio- 
teleuton and subsequent endeavours to avoid a glaring contra- 
diction. 

We may now restore the Greek text as it left the hand of 
the translator, approximately as follows : 

^ 6 \oit6s 6x^os in 13 incurs suspicion from the fact that if the translator 
had once got the excellent rendering oipay4ia for (|DKD he would not be likely 
to desert it for the vague 6 Xotrdt ^Xos. 

3—2 
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13 b. KOI elaejropevQVTo ol fidxifioi (omission of 5|Dt<Dni DH^iB^ 
•^n^) oirurOev rij^ kijScotov t^s 8iaft;Ki;s Kvpiov. koi iaaXvurav rats 
coXtny^L, 14. Kttl d Xoittos o;(Xos aira^ TrepuKyKXtixrc rrp^ ttoXiv. 

d XotTTos ox^os airas is an expKcit subject. When it was seen 
that the text stated that the armed men went behind the ark, 
Kttl d XoiTTos dxAos was inserted before owurOcv, but d Xot^5 ©xA.©? 
could not be allowed to blow the trumpets, accordingly ol Upeh 
was inserted before ia-dXwurav. 

16. LXX B cfttKis. Perhaps rightly. Six was altered to 
seven when the next clause was inserted. 

1i1 DVa pi. Might have been omitted in LXX by homoio- 
teleuton, but Dillmann takes it as belongiag to B so that it 
was probably not in the text. If a clause is an addition to the 
original text and is not represented in LXX, the natural con- 
clusion is that it was later than LXX. 

ntn IDBK^D. Not in LXX in this verse, while in v. 8 waravrios 
has no equivalent in the Hebrew. Both may be insertions in 
the respective texts. 

17. LXX omit the last seven words. The word D^D«Sd for 
the spies is against their genuineness. The spies were not 
D'»Dfc<SD at all. 

18. Read with LXX nc^n ; reflexive Niphal. 

iDnnn . lxx €vOvfi'qO€in-€^ = nonn, so Hollenberg followed by 
all modems. 

19. t^Di. Omitted by LXX here and in tJ. 24. 

20. Dyn jnn. Omitted by LXX. It has probably crept iq 
from the next line Dyn lyn^l . koI ifrx^pto is ampliative. 

niJ. If, as appears likely, niJ is rendered by €ts t^v TrdXiv, 
m^yn is an insertion in M. T.; see on v. 5. 

"And they took the city.^' Not in LXX. Probably an 
insertion by the scribe who omitted nniK in the next verse. 

21 . PiK^ . Not in LXX. It destroys the symmetry of the verse. 

22. rh nnv^^^ "»K^3 . Not in lxx. May have been omitted 
by homoioteleuton; but cf. ii. 17 and 20. On other differences 
in 22 and 23 see next note. 

23. Transpose n^ nK'K Sd nfi< and the next three words as in 

LXX. 

^ These words are left as they stand in M. T., though as 9 and 13 would, 
mntatis mntandis, be the same, the last two are probably due to the alteration 
of the reviser ; and we should no doubt read D^D?nn DOHDni . 
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In t\ 22 after n'hyyo, M. T. has pNH, which is not represented 
in LXX. In v. 23 M. T. has no object after D^aio, while LXX 
has rriv TToXiv. As in Gen. xlii. n'hyno is used six times absolutely 
and also in Josh. ii. 1, 1 Sam. xxvi. 4 and 2 Sam. xv. 10; we 
may conclude that the word had come to be a substantive pure 
and simple and that pxn in v. 22 M. T. is an insertion and also 
rrfv woXiv in V. 23 LXX. After t^v ttoXlv the LXX further inserted 
€ts obciav T^s ywaiicos. In 22 M. T. has n:iTn and in 23 LXX after 
Bahab has t^v ir6pvrfv. Perhaps also here both words are 
insertioins. 

24. n^a. Omit with LXX. Cf. a similar insertion in ix. 23. 

25. n^ 'le^ Sd nK . Not in LXX. May have been an insertion 
from V, 22 or may have been omitted on account of its recent 
occurrence. 

D^DK^D. LXX had uhro. M. T. was altered in accordance 
with the insertion in v. 17. 

26. mn^ ^^D?. The different position of IvavrCov KvpCov in 
LXX B and in M. T., and its omission in A, show it to be no part 
of the original text. 

WV nx^ Not in LXX. Superfluous after the words " this city.'^ 
TiYY = 1 Eangs xvi. 34. HoUenberg argues that the different 
wording of the LXX verse here from that in Eings precludes 
dependence. Another argument is found in the translation of 
the name of the younger son, perhaps some derivative of ye^^ 
by ^uwioOevTi, as though it were a common part of speech and 
not a proper name. Further it is to be noted that the verse is 
absent from Kings in Lucian. This also favours the view that 
the passage here is the original. 

Wellhausen's analysis of vv. 3 — 20 can be used to support 
LXX. He has disentangled the simplest form of the older 
narrative in M. T., and this can be shown to be an elaboration 
of a still older tradition which was preserved in LXX un- 
touched in vv. 3 — 6, while in M. T. it has been edited out 
of all recognition. Verses 3 — 5 LXX contain the oldest tra- 
dition on which the rest of Wellhausen^s narrative No. 1 is 
based. The fact that we expect between w, 3 and 4 LXX some 
such words as ^ seven days' or * seven times' is due entirely 
to our impressions drawn from the rest of the chapter. It is 
owing to the Massoretic insertion in v. 3 that we translate " Ye 
shall go round the city.'' The words without the insertion 
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would naturally mean ^surround the city/ This is LXX trans- 
lation ; which shows that they had no part of M. T. insertion 
before them. They gave the word its natural meaning — see 
Ox. LexicoUy aao, 2 a, which shows that the meaning 'march 
round* hardly occurs outside this passage. The earliest 
narrative from which J. drew and which he elaborated con- 
tained nothing whatever about marching round the city. 
Surround the city, was the command, and when ye hear the 
sound of the trumpet, shout; and the walls shall fall down and 
all the people shall go up straight before them. This earliest 
tradition was probably enlarged as the result of a misunder- 
standing of the verb 33D which was probably induced by a 
desire to bring in the ark and give it the same position it had 
in the narrative of crossing the Jordan. When the word was 
once taken to mean 'march round the city,' the tradition 
could easily be enlarged to the narrative of J. as given by 
Wellhausen, minus w. 3 and 4. 

For a similar erroneous expansion based on a misunderstood 
expression, cf. the story of Jael and Sisera in Judges: see 
Robertson Smith, 0. T. J. C? p. 132. Further, most scholars 
recognise that J. drew from earlier narratives, the result being 
inconsistencies in J. itself : see Wellhausen, Die Comp.^ p. 7 fE. 

Both these processes have been united here. In one and 
the same narrative we have a piece drawn from an older source 
to which has been joined an elaboration largely based on the 
misunderstanding of a word in that older source : a probable 
story thus being made into an improbable one. That an army 
should surround a city and take it by assault is a probable 
story; that an army should march round a city once a day for 
seven days before assaulting it, is highly improbable. The 
further enlargement by later writers needs no comment. 



CHAPTER VII. 

1. €vo<r<^t(ravTo. Inserted to give the full meaning. fi€yaX7p^ 
is ampliative. 

p^, LXX 'Axap. Perhaps rightly as it is upheld by the 
paronomasia in v. 25. 

2. LXX omits some of the geographical details as elsewhere, 
see Intro., p. 5. In addition, DH^^K nD«^1 is probably an insertion. 
If we compare this verse with ii. I, where similar phraseology is 
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used, we find n^i followed by io«^ without the intervention 
of iDfc<^i. This supports the LXX here in its omission of the 
expression. 

3. yrn. LXX dvayayjTS; a gueSS. 

4. HDB^ DPn p. Not in LXX. 

6. Dnac^ ny. Greographical detail not in LXX. 

6. p-TK. Not in LXX. See on vi. 7. 

7 and 8. ^:nK nnK. lxx Sco/iat icvpt€ = ^3nK n. The proper 
place of ^3*ifi< ^a is at the beginning of the request. Hence lxy 
is probably right in readiQg ^jnx ^a here and omitting it at the 
beginning of v. 8. At the beginning of v, 8 M. T. has HD ^nfc< '•1, 
LXX Koi Tt €pa) = iDfc< HDI, both more in accordance with proba- 
bility. 

7. IJ^Kin. LXX KaT€fjL€tvafifv. LXX did not know the word. 
9. lyoe^i. LXX Kol ojcavira^ points to ijnDCJ'l. The first waw 

is a repetition of the last waw of va^fi<, waw and yod were 
indistinguishable. By accident lyoeni was written and the 
second i taken for yod. 

11. icXc^ai^cs is perhaps a free translation of inpS and u^a. 
IBTID is probably an addition to M. T. The word is rightly 
translated in xxiv. 27. 

14. Dnaipil . LXX ical <TvvaxOTi(r€<r6€ = DHVapJI . As ^-Jp is the 
word used throughout the passage, LXX may have misread the 
word. 

15. Dnni. Not in lxx. Plainly a gloss. Omit inx with 
LXX. 

17. Kara 817/iovs LXX = nhai^. In this respect obviously 
superior to M. T. 

JIK IbV^l. All the versions read ip^i or I3^ni . The n« crept 
in under the influence of the preceding nfi< which is in place. 

17 b. LXX omits the words after the first occurrence of 
DnaA up to and including the second. The fact that M. T. 
has D*na:^ twice, upholds Hollenberg's contention that the LXX 
shorter text is original, and that M. T. has been expanded by a 
scribe who wished 16 and 17 to conform to 14 in mentioning 
tribes, clans, households and individuals. It is worth noticing 
that the LXX here is upheld by the full text of 1 Sam. x. 21, 
where the nnDK^, not the n^l, is taken man by man. See 
Driver, m loco. LXX however by vocalising np^l wrongly may 
have omitted the second occurrence of min^ and of ^mr. 
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19. oa. Omitted in LXX. LXX has <njfi€pov later on, which 
may be a misreading of ^^3. 

21. miH. A cloak. A rare word. LXX i/^iXitv, a carpet. 

nailD. LXX B omits. Probably a gloss to explain the word 
npiC', the meaning of which was not well known, as is shown by 
LXX irouciXrp^, 

l^pB^. Not in LXX. 

23. Sx'ie^ ^33 ^D . LXX = ^3pT, which is much more appropriate. 
Joshua and the Elders who are mentioned in t?. 6 would naturally 
form the court of judgement. 

Dpv^l. LXX €^Kav = Dav^1; cf. 2 Samuel xv. 24 for a similar 
case. 

24. It is generally agreed that this verse has been con- 
siderably revised in the Hebrew, but whether before or after 
the original Greek translation is disputed. 

The attainment of the original text in the Hebrew is 
lightened by the fact that M. T. (followed by LXX as we have 
it) betrays the hand of the reviser in the anomalous position of 
the words " and all Israel (LXX the people) with him " which 
are separated from the other words to which they naturally 
belong by a considerable interval. We can take the intervening 
words as an insertion based on the phrase "all that he hath'^ 
in V. 15. The LXX however as we have it (with a difference to 
be noted below) corresponds to the interpolated M. T. Was 
this interpolated M. T. before the original translator ? Hollen- 
berg denies this and points out that the suspected words are 
not rendered in the translator's usual style. Here we have the 
rigorous rendering of the suffixes, a method of procedure unlike 
that of the translator of whom HoUenberg rightly says (p. 6) 
"Er iibersetzt die Suffixe oft nicht." 

This is rendered still more probable by the fact that we 
have in A (t?. 24 last clause) avroi', and in B 25 avrdv. Had 
the interpolated words been in the text before LXX, avrov would 
have been almost impossible. (The insertion of a late interpo- 
lation here and the omission of one in c. xx. tends to show 
that no systematic revision of LXX was undertaken.) 

M. T. also has at the beginning of v. 24 "the silver, the 
cloak, and the wedge of gold.'' These words are not in B, A 
or P, and are therefore the insertion of a second Hebrew 
reviser. 
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Koi avijyayev avrbv cis ^apayya 'A;(wp is a doublet due to a LXX 

reviser. 

25. LXX inserts after "and Joshua said," rw 'Axap. It 
makes prominent the grim paronomasia. 

As pointed out in the Introduction, p. 13, LXX v. 26 
speaks of punishment only by stoning : whereas v. 15 threatens 
punishment by burning : while M. T. reads They stoned him — 
they burnt them — they stoned them. If LXX represents the 
original text we must conclude that it was inconsistent; it 
threatened burning and recorded stoning and the translator 
followed his text faithfully. 

26. nrn DIST ir (P). Not in LXX. Editorial addition; 
cf . V. 9. 

It is possible that the original story narrated the death of 
Achan only; in support of this we may refer to xxii. 20. 



CHAPTER Vni. 

1. I'ryriKl loy nKl. Omitted in LXX BA. Probably an 
editorial addition to M. T. 

2. hdSd^i (P) may have been omitted accidentally from 
LXX BA. The second hd^dSi would seem to confirm the first. 

4. ixn. Omitted by LXX as also ikd at the end of the 
clause. 

y^ (1**). LXX omit. It is certainly not wanted. a-ifi< is 
construed with ^ in v. 2 and v. 14, perhaps therefore the Hebrew 
reviser is responsible for the insertion from a desire for 
uniformity of construction. 

6. D^W. The participle without a subject is anomalous. 
LYY ^evyowriv ovrot, which shows that they read non D^D3. The 
participle is emphatic and therefore precedes in accordance 
with Driver^s Tenses 135. 4. 

DHOD^ 13D31. Omit with LXX BA. Repeated from end of 
V. 5 where it is in place. 

7. Dncmn. LXX Trop€v<r€<rd€, Holzinger points out that in 
V. 11 Trop€V€(rdai is used to translate m^. Therefore emend to 

7 b and 8 a. The omission of these words in LXX may be 
accidental. The setting on fire of the city would probably be 
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commanded. But it might be a harmonising or * anticipatory ' 
insertion from v. 19. 

8. nin^ nai3. Bead with lxx nrn naiD. For a similar 
confusion of nin^ and nm see 1 Sam. ii. 23, where LXX gives 
TravTos Tov Xaov KvpCov which probably represents ntn Dyn ^D. 
See Driver, in Zoco. 

9. i^n to end of verse omitted by LXX. Holzinger thinks 
the omission deliberate, to make the narrative less difficult, but 

(1) No difficulty could be felt at the statement just before 
DDB^I. (2) The fact that the same words (for J^^i and 
l^^l were originally the same, see Ezra x. 6) are omitted 
in V. 13 raises the suspicion that we have here a case of 
* double insertion.' 

11 b, 12, 13 a. From jiBVtD 13^1 to y>yh psvo. 

These verses are not in LXX and their omission removes a 
great stumbling block, viz. the second account of the ambush 
against Ai, with its striking discrepancy with regard to the 
number of men. 

The first and perhaps natural inference is that the omission 
was intentional. It is felt to be (1) too long and (2) too con- 
venient to be accidental. 

But it is difficult to believe that the translator of chapter vi. 
6 — 8 and of vii. 15 and 25 should have been so sensitive to 
contradictions as to remember that v. 3 of this chapter was 
inconsistent with v. 12 with respect to the number of men in 
the ambush. And indeed had that been the case, there would 
have been open to him the simple expedient of making the 
numbers correspond. But is accidental omission impossible? 
The fact that the omission begins after the words n^n IM and 
ends with n>p^ makes it possible that we have here another case 
of homoioteleuton. If the omission is felt to be suspiciously 
long — 29 words — it may be pointed out that in the Hebrew 
text of 1 Sam. xiv. 41 twenty-three words are omitted* ; and 
moreover the text before LXX may easily have been shorter 
than ours. See also Introduction, p. 13. Perhaps however a 
better solution is that of Steuemagel, who suggests that a later 
editor incorporated a second account found in some other MSB. 

13 b. "i:i l^^l. Omit with LXX. The corresponding words 

^ Over forty words are omitted in 2 Samuel zi. 22. In Joshua xzi. w. 36 
and B7 are omitted from many mss of the Hebrew Text by homoioteleuton. 
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in r. 9 are also omitted. This double omission tells in favour 
of LXX. Moreover if these words had been present here in the 
Hebrew exemplar, we should have to suppose that the translator 

(1) omitted a large number of words from i^rPl to "rrb pBVD, 

(2) picked out the words i^pS D^ npy = icai ra €V€Spa rfjs tr6X€m 
Sltto OaXauranj^y and (3) then omitted the rest of the sentence. 

14. LXX gives the better text, as is shown by M. T. itself in 
the phrase iDy ^31 Kin which condemns Tyn >^^i^; the explicit 
subject was introduced when the preceding verbs were wrongly 
read as plural. 

nnyn ^JBT) iyiD!». Not in LXX. The words are very difficult : 
Kittel in his history says "the place is the same as J's -iil»." 
It may however be the insertion of the reviser who perhaps also 
altered the next verse with the same end in view, viz. to make 
it plain that the retreat was premeditated. The lyiD would then 
indicate the place which the reviser assumed Joshua would take 
up, in order to draw away the enemy as far as possible from 
the town. Bennett, Holzinger, and Driver emend to ll'wh, 

hiVW*. LXX €v evOcCas. The Hebrew word was misread as 
"«5^. EhrlicVs suggestion of niC'^D hi< is negatived by the fact 
that niB^D in this book is always transliterated. 

15. lyw^i. y:i3 is never used of smiting in battle. Ox. Lex. 

and others suggest 1D:I3^ LXX gives koI i8cv koI avexiiprqfrtv K.T.X. 

= Dn^jsb hvnttr^ hy\ W\n> D3^1 KTI . If this is original one can only 
suggest that the Hebrew reviser wished to bring out the point 
that the retreat was a feint and substituted the Niphal tolera- 
tivum "to allow oneself to be beaten.*' 

15 b and 16 a. Not in LXX. It may have been omitted by 
homoioteleuton : note DnnriK— DnoD^. On the other hand there 
are good reasons for considering it to be no part of the text 
before LXX. For besides the want of a satisfactory reason for 
the omission here, 20 b, the other passage where laiDH occurs, 
is also absent from LXX, and there is an additional reason besides 
that absence for regarding it as an insertion (see note). Both 
passages may have their origin in v. 24 and will therefore have 
some affinity with what may be called * anticipatory insertions ' 
referred to on p. 6, line 29. 

Dyn^3 1pyn. Amplificatory of loy Tjdi Kin in 14. The reviser 
was not content with this but in 17 a inserts ^K n^ll. All the 
people of Ai and of Bethel also, joined in the pursuit ! 
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16 b. ycj'in^ . LXX ^«-»k^ ^3D, which is justified by M. T. v, 17 
last word (so Steuemagel). 

18. ^yn b«. LXX i'jrl t^ 7roXtv = n^n ^K. In the next clause 
M.T. hasn'^n^. 

In V. 18 LXX we read " Stretch out thy hand with the spear 
which is in thy hand." This arouses no suspicion, but it should 
be noticed that M. T. omits the first mention of the hand. 
Later in the verse LXX has " and Joshua stretched out his hand, 
the spear " ; tov yala-ov (M. T. " the spear which he had in his 
hand"), where the variations in the readings (see Field) show 
that TOV yaUrov is plainly an insertion. Again, in v. 19 it is stated 
simply that " Joshua stretched out his hand," no mention being 
made of the javelin ; and finally v. 26 which states that ^^ Joshua 
drew not his hand back wherewith he had stretched out the 
spear" is entirely omitted in LXX. We thus have in this section 
the omission of *i^ in M. T. in 18 a, the insertion of tov yata-ov in 
18 b LXX, the mention of the hand only in v. 19, and the omission 
in LXX of V. 26. These facts all tend to show that the reference 
to the javelin has certainly been amplified by the Hebrew reviser, 
while it is quite possible that the original narrative contained 
nothing about a javelin at all. It was perhaps inserted in order 
to make explicit what was no doubt a fact, that the leader 
would have some kind of weapon in his hand. Lyons Hept., 
with a shorter LXX text than any we now have, gives in v. 18 
Bxtende manum tuam in Gaet civitatem, and in the next clause 
*^in Gaet super civitatem." " In Gaet" represents €v yaCai^ not 
€v Tat. HoUenberg's suggestion that the translator omitted the 
word because he did not know its meaning will not hold in 
face of the numerous guesses in the book. 

KoX ra €y€Bpa k.t.X. = iDipD mriD Dlp^ iniKm . This may be 
an insertion of LXX to show why the hand was stretched out, 
unless the Hebrew reviser omitted it in order to get room for 
his own insertion. 

20. Dn^ Dm n^n k^i. lxx ovk m €Txov = Dn^. Bhrlich 
suggests that LXX rightly understood Dn^ in the sense of 
space, hence frov, 

20b. Omit with LXX; the "turning back" does not come 
to pass till after 21 a and is there mentioned in the right place. 

21. After "^^(2^) lxx has «« tov ovpavov; it may be an 
insertion from v. 20. 
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22. nina ^KiK^ vnn is an awkward phrase. LXX gives Siva- 
ixifTQv T^s wap€fij8oX^s = n^non nina. In all probability the text 
should be simply nina vn^l, t^s 'trap€fxPo\rjs being explanatory. 

24. nnon. As noticed above LXX does not render nmon. 
It has €v T^) op€t €iri T17S KaTajSoo-ccos, which Dillmann^ followed 
by Holzinger, translates by T)iDa inn. nnn is of course a gloss 
on "niDa. It is quite possible that laiDl is a corruption of an 
unglossed text: the waw of inio belongs to the root and would be 
written. This would give the origin of naiD in w, 15 and 20. 

a'tfi ^D^ D^D iSd^I . Omitted in LXX. An awkwardly attached 
amplification. 

25. ^yn ^BOK. LXX = nK^, to be preferred in view of the 
statement that both men and women were slain. 

26. It is generally suggested that this verse has been 
omitted in LXX by homoioteleuton, but it interrupts the narrative 
and may well be a gloss on the basis of Ex. xvii. 8. See on v. 18. 

29. }^n. T ^'X'x adds 8t8v/x,ov, koi rjv hn. Tov ^\ov. An ex- 
planatory addition. LXX probably wished to indicate that 
fuXov was not a tree but a stake on which to expose the body, 
with a cross-bar or second piece of wood at the top. 

in^n ^w nna ^k. lxx rhv fioBpov = nno ^^<. nne was altered 
into nriB and the sentence filled out. A good example. 

*?n^ Not in LXX. Cf. X. 18. 

31. mm "laDa. lxx omits idd here and also in v. 34. 

33. Dnoy. Misread by LXX as D^-ay. The ical before ol 
Uptls seems firm, but A and Lucian omit the next Kal of B. 

33 end. Omit ^KTB^ with LXX. This is shown to be right 
by the retention of the article in Dyn in M. T. 

34. ovrm. The Heb. p ^vi«i was read as infc<l, which means 
"and afterwards"; and p was translated by outcos. 

viii. 30 — ^35 and ix. 1 — 2. Dillmann affirms that the position 
of viii. 30—35 in LXX after ix. 1—2 M. T. is due to wilful or 
capricious transposition. But this is to assume the point at 
issue. As against this, it is here suggested that the sections 
viii. 30—35 and ix. 1 — 2 are so to speak competitors for the more 
appropriate place. After viii. 29 there is a pause in the career 
of conquest. At this point, the statement that certain kings 
gathered together to oppose the victorious invaders comes in 
quite appropriately as narrating what happened upon the 
report of the conquest of Jericho and Ai. 
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Yet this pause in the action is also a good opportunity to 
introduce the narrative of the reading of the law. (One must 
of course, like the compiler himself, disregard the difficulty 
about the locality where the reading took place.) 

K we take the LXX as representing the original order, it is 
quite possible that the Hebrew reviser preferred to give the 
reading of the law the better position at the expense of the 
short section ix. 1 — 2. 

Steuemagel suggests that viii. 30 — 35 was a late addition, 
and was inserted in a different place in different MSS. 

35. Tots dvSpda-i in LXX is ampliative. 



CHAPTER IX. 

1. ^D. Not in LXX. Inserted when the list was extended. 
In this chapter to is absent from LXX in v, 5; in v, 19 M. T. has 
it twice, LXX once; B in one place and A in another. In t?. 24 
the first ^D is absent from LXX. All this seems to display the 
hand of a reviser. 

After D^D^ LXX insert "the Amorites'^; but as the Amorites 
are mentioned in the following list, the names of the various 
tribes are perhaps a subsequent addition, aiid LXX may represent 
the text in its intermediate stage, i.e. after the addition of the 
names of the tribes, and before the Hebrew reviser struck out 
the first mention of the Amorites. 

Again, since M. T. includes the Girgashites in iii. 10 and 
xxiv. 11, the omission of the name here is probably accidental : 
LXX is given to completing the number in other passages. See 
Driver, Deut, p. 97. 

3. LXX gives nin^ for pcnn^ or rather yiB^. Probably the 
text was indistinct. 

4. iirta-LTuravTo is the exact translation of the right reading 
in M. T., but if we may judge from the rendering in v. 12 
i<lHi}^<r6rjfi€v, the original was i/Tot/tAcuraKTo and the exact trans- 
lation a doublet. 

«Sfui>v B is a corruption of ovoik A. 

5. TiYY TO KoiXa T<3v viro&rffiaruiv avrcor is a textual error for to. 
Koika wroST^fiara avrwv = their boots. From Holmes and Parsons 
it appears that eight Greek MSS read KolXa ra viro^/iaTo, whQe 
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one, 44, has ra KoiXa ra xnroSijfjLaTa, Perhaps the Lyons Hept. 
which gives " calciamenta sua" had the right text. Kal ra 
aavSaXML avrcov is of course the doublet. 

o opros B, 01 oprot A. Where A dififers from M. T. it is 
probably right. Here it is upheld by B in t?. 12. Hence read 
with many MSS ^poi and jSc^Spw/icVoi. v. 12 also shows that 
€vfxiyniav^ which twelve MSS and the Lyons Heptateuch omit, is a 
doublet of PefifHafih^o^. 

7. nn. T.YX Xoppaiov, 1 confused with i, 

8. ^D. JjXX v60€v. A mistake. 

9. lyoe^. LXX TO orofia may be a mistake induced by DK^ of 
the preceding clause. 

10. ni"UlK^3 tW, LXX OS Korc^KCi cv 'AoTopctf^ koX cv *ESpaaiv 
= nen^ X^. A case of confusion (almost haplography) between 
IB^V and 'VS^ . See on vi. 2. 

11. Kal dKovaavr€9 perhaps represents DyoK'D ^n^l; if so, 
h^ IDK^ must be transposed to a later place in the sentence. 

12. li^nnto. Not in LXX. K part of the original text, it is 
better taken after l3n«V DIU (Holzinger). 

13. n^Ni (2**). Omitted in LXX rightly. Li accordance with 
the other sentences "«w would be required before l^a. 

14. D^K'iKninpn. LXXapxovT€$. This is probably a deliberate 
alteration of LXX followed by the Peshitta. Li the text as we 
have it the eating of the bread must have been entirely formal. 
The LXX perhaps saw the very plain difficulty of assuming that 
this formal act was done by the people at large, and ascribed it 
to the leaders. 

^D. Omitted by LXX to avoid anthropomorphism, as also in 
XV. 13, xvii. 4, xix. 50, xxi. 3, xxii. 9. 

15. Dnrrfe. Omit with Lucian. It is out of place here 
where the deception has not yet been discovered. 

17. ''tirh^n Dm. Not in LXX. Gilgal and Gibeon were 
only eighteen miles distant from one another: the length of 
time required is probably given correctly by the Hebrew 
reviser. Still, it may have been omitted by the translator 
since it occurs in the preceding verse. 

Dnr nnpl. lxx koI irdXets laptv. For the same mistake see 
XV. 9, 60. In xviii. 14 it is taken as a proper name. 

18. my^fi^^K'i. LXX Travrcs ol opxovrcs. Less definite: per- 
haps original. 
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20. n^nni. Infin. abs. Hiphil. LXX lioypfjaai, avrovs, koX 
ir€piwoiri<r6fjL€0a avrovs. A doublet; bat as iiurypifo is used in 
ii. 13 and vi. 25 and 'rr€pnroUofmi in vi. 17 either migbt be the 
original. As ^itrypw^^ must be the Aorist infin. active, it is 
possibly the addition of a grammarian who desired a parallel. 
Lyons Hept. did not have it, adservemus = ^€pi7ro4i;or<o^€^a; cf. 
the rendering in vi. 17. LXX and Lyons Hept. show that the 
1 is an addition; it is difficult to justify in M. T. in spite of 
Bwald 328 b. The sentence should run " This let us do : let us 
save them alive and so wrath shall not come upon us.^^ 

21. D^N^K'in Dn^^K noK^I. Omit with LXX and Vulgate, and 
the sentence is much more vigorous. The next words will run 
vn!l VH!, ^^Let them live, and let them be hewers of wood, etc.'* 
The pointing ^s^Ji became necessary after the omission in the 
last part of the verse. 

After nnyn ^D most scholars read with F and numerous 
cursives mpn ^D IB^^I. We might also prefix in accordance 
with 55 KoX i7p€(r€v avrots, DH^i^ya ID^^I. 

22. Twv KaroiKovimav is the doublet, hr^pioi the original. 

23. '\y\ D^vy uoni nay. lxx A gives the purest text SoOXos 
^XoKoVos = D''Vy 3Dn lay. As the words are undoubtedly an 
insertion in the Hebrew from v. 21, it is possible that the full 
phrase had not yet been put in; or perhaps that the words were 
not in this verse at all when LXX was made, and that A has 
suffered less from correction than the other MSB. 

^^^« n^a^. Read with lxx ••n^xSl h; n^S became more 
appropriate after the centralisation of worship at Jerusalem. 
See the similar insertion of no in vi. 24. 

24. ^hay^ . lxx ly/u" as in v. 9 ; less courteous and therefore 
more original. Cf . 2 Samuel xviii. 29, Driver's note. 

Before the wofds "and have done this thing" LXX, Lucian 
and several MSS in Holmes and Parsons add #cat (ofs) oyx 
vTr€\€L<l>6rf iv TJfiiv Trvcv/ta. The equivalent phrase in ii. 11, v. 1 
and 1 Kings x. 5 is nn liy 133 (or n^n) nop vh). vtr^C^eri is not 
found in any rendering of the above three passages, but noy 
is used in Haggai ii. 5 of the spirit, and in Josh. x. 8 loy is 
translated by vVoXcmtco. The words may therefore have been 
in the Hebrew text. Lagarde, by bracketing kqX ifl>oP7J6rjfi€v 
<r<l>6^pa Tr€p\ t<3v \\n)\iav ijfitov diro irpocnifirov vfitov, seems to regard 
nn-K^1 as the original and 'iai jooi as a gloss. If we substitute 
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nn 13a moy «Si for la^nc^a^ "ikd «ioi we get dd^jdd at the end 
of the sentence in accordance with ii. 11 and v. 1. 

26. LXX add 'Iiyo-ovs iv rg iiti€p(jL ^icciViy; *lrf<r6v^ is an explicit 
subject; the rest may represent the original or may have come 
in from below. 

27. LXX B add 8ta tovto lyivovro k,tX Dillmann rejects 
the words, but if there is a double account of the Gibeonite 
stratagem, there may well be a double subscription. Compare 
xix. 49 — 51, where there are two subscriptions to the account of 
the division of the land : JE, and P. The non-occurrence of iracrj/ 
T^ (TvvayurfQ - my ^dS in the extra clause decides against P, i.e. it 
is not a mere repetition by the same hand. The omission could 
easily have arisen in M. T. by homoioteleuton ; cf. nin^ n3tD. 



CHAPTER X. 

1. inv ^3"i«. LXX 'ASwvtjScieic. The analogy of pnv ^3^D 
Genesis xiv. is in favour of M. T. 

HK^ (twice). LXX itroitfa'av (twice). There is no doubt that 
the singular is the right reading, but the instances are wortii 
noting as upholding Lagarde's statement that final n was often 
represented by a mark of abbreviation. If nK^ had been 
written in full it could not have been translated by the plural. 
See also w. 30, 32, 36. 

'SD'h^n. LXX i^vTo/ioXT/o-av as in t?, 4. The meaning of Hiphil 
" to make peace " was not known to the translator. 

LXX has yjrin^ n« before ^tm^> n«. Judging from v. 4 this 
is correct. The eye of the scribe passed from the first riK to 
the second. 

Daipn vn^"). Omitted by LXX. It is better away. 

2. All recensions of LXX agree in reading some case of 
avT09 after IK'V^I. B air' avTmVf A iv avrots, Lucian cv avrots. 
DHD may have been read before nKD. 

'VV ^3. Before I'^V >3 LXX read in> O. Most likely 'VV ^3 was 
repeated and then yv corrupted into or read as in^. 

'>vn p n^ia «>n ^3i. Omit with lxx. lxx with its ampli- 
ficatory tendency would not have left out this expression had it 
been in the text. 

nD^DH ^IV. LXX Twv fjirfrp<yjr6\€i»}v. M. T. =like One of the . 

H. 4 
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royal cities. Gribeon had no king, but the city was as im- 
portant as those that had. LXX perhaps read rttsi^n; see xiv. 
16, XV. 13 and Moore's Judges, p. 26. 

6. LXX omit IDDK^ perlmps accidentally. LXX Jebusites for 
Amorites. 

10. pin n^n. lxx 'Qfnaveiv = u^m also next verse. 

10, 11. LXX read >3n in both verses after ^3D^ v. 10 and 
^3DD V. 11 perhaps rightly. The word could easily have fallen 
out. 

11. nSia. LXX x«^^5 = Tin. This may be right. Tin is 
definite in the Hebrew in the next clause. 

iriD^I. LXX omit rightly and begin the next sentence with 
vnM. When vnn was corrupted into ino^l it was joined to the 
preceding sentence. 

iv T$ iroXcfu^. Ampliative. 

12. M. T. omits several words found in LXX ; and LXX omits 
two words found in M. T., after " the Amorite." LXX has wo- 
Xccpiov 'IcrpaiyX i^vuca awerpt,\lf€v avrovs iv FajSaoiv fcal crvverpiprfa-av Sltto 
trpoirtairov vwv *lo'parf\. A and Lucian omit viuiv. 

Lxx=^irtsr> (>3i) ^»^ iDn \V2n Dan ^3 hnie^ Tn. The omission 
in M. T. is no doubt due to the resemblance between ^^ne^ T2 
and hv^rts^ ^33. It is noticeable that if we adopt LXX insertion 
and omission, we drop the Deuteronomic phrase >3D^ }n3 so that 
12 a can be restored to JE which would then run from 9 to 14 a. 

htrtST' on^. Not in LXX. Mr Thackeray, /. T. 8. vol. XI. 
p. 628, argues that these words are the corruption of a gloss 
h^KS^ ^n^ later than LXX. 

13. ^U. LXX o 0€os=nin^ as often in LXX, eleven times in 
this book. LXX seems preferable, in view of the interposition 
of Jehovah recorded in t?. 11. The form (see chapter iv. 6) 
used for the tetragrammaton would be the single letter 1 with 
some mark of abbreviation. This would easily be corrupted 
into ^U. In viii. 8 nin^ and ntn are confused. Mr Thackeray 
suggests that the Massorites deliberately altered nin^ into Ma, 
but a reviser would surely have written >un. 

iB^n TDD hv niina «st t6n. Omitted by lxx BA. There 
certainly seems to be no reason for LXX omitting this if it had 
been in their text. Moreover Mr Thackeray (op. dt) has 
made it very probable that the words are an insertion sub- 
sequent to LXX. 
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14. ^ipn omitted here and in v. 6 by LXX, no doubt to avoid 
anthropomorphism. 

15. Omitted in LXX together with v. 43. Berinett's sug- 
gestion that V. 15 was omitted purposely to avoid the contra- 
diction in V. 21 might hold if LXX contained v. 43. See Intro- 
duction, p. 4. 

18. ni^n:i. Omit with LXX. The same omission here and 
in V. 27 is almost conclusive. 

20. >311. LXX B Kci iras vio». An amplification. 

1K3^1 DHD. The omission of these words with LXX BA 
enables the right meaning "flee for refuge" to be given to ITH^. 
Bennett^s emendation is not at all satisfactory. IKI (dhd) DH'TK^H . 
It is a conjectural emendation where a various reading exists 
which gives perfectly good sense. "The fugitives fled for 
refuge to the fortified cities." 

21. n^non Sk. "To the camp to Joshua at Maqqedah" is 
improved by the omission of the first two words with LXX» 

pn. ^pvf*". LXX did not know the word, and as a conse- 
quence mistranslated the sentence. 

tr^vh . Omit ^ with LXX. A case of dittography. 

22. >^K in this verse and v^k in 23 are not represented in 
LXX. They may possibly have been omitted as unnecessary; 
as may also be the case with >B nK before " the cave " here and 
in V. 27. 

23. p IB^M. Omitted in LXX BA. Most probably an 
insertion of a scribe; but as Sl^l is often omitted (see next 
verse) as superfluous, it is just possible that the translator 
treated p HWI in the same way. But the similar omission in 
V. 15 supports LXX. 

24. LXX omit nhnn D>3^n twice : probably a gloss in both 
places, see Intro., p. 5. 

0>vp ^K 1DK>1 . LXX omit hn nDN>l and have Xcywv avrots before 
" Come near." This suggests that the text has suffered some 
alteration. The five words before mp are not above suspicion. 
They include pvp in the plural and K^^nn, both of which call 
for notice. }>Vp is used nowhere else in the Hexateuch and 
from its use in Judges xi. 6 is plainly inappropriate here; 
Joshua himself is the }^ Vp . Further from ch. viii. we see that the 
Elders would be the people whom Joshua would call. Again 
KlD^nn is a very late construction — see Ges. Kautzsch 138 i, and 

4—2 



Digitized by 



Google 



52 JOSHUA 

for the K see 23 i, — and in addition the expression is not in the 
style of the writer whose phraseology in ch. viii. would lead us 
to expect simply Sp\H ys^; i.e. «13^nn is not only impossible in 
an early writer but is not likely to be the phrase which this 
writer would use. From this we may infer that the five words 
are not the original text which may have run "And Joshua 
called to all Israel and the Elders who were with him'' and 
that at the time of the LXX translation the augmented text 
had not yet been fully accommodated to its surroundings. 
For another case where LXX represents an intermediate state 
of the text see iii. 13. 

26. LXX omit Dn>D>i p nn«. The words are an addition of 
a scribe who thought that D3^ did not necessarily include death 
and that it was better to be quite explicit. 

27. niSni. Omit with LXX: see v. 18. 
>D. Not in LXX : see on i7. 22. 

28. LXX add ^al 8iairc<^€i7<us = tD>^Di. So in vv. 30 and 33. 
This may be an addition by LXX following viii. 22, but it may 
also be an example of the Hebrew reviser seeking uniformity 
by omission as he does elsewhere in this chapter by insertion. 
See on v. 36. 

HD^lD riKI. Not in LXX. Considerations of style are un- 
favourable to the words (see Driver on 1 Samuel v. 10). 
According to Dr Driver this construction occurs only eleven or 
twelve times in the O.T. Six of these are in this chapter. If 
we may go by the LXX two of the instances (28 and 32) are 
due to a reviser subsequent to LXX. 

e^D^n ^D. LXX irav ifjiwviov = ntx^^T) ^3. See Intro., p. 7, 
and Carpenter and Battersby in loco, 

30. After htrtsr> n^n lxx supply mD^i as in i?. 32. 

32. ni im^ B'Wn ^D HKI. lxx reads koL ^oiXe^pcvorcv avrrjv 

= nnK D>inn as in v. 28. 

36. 'Ui B'Din ^3 n^l was inserted by the Hebrew reviser for 
the sake of uniformity with w. 28, 30, 36, 37. No doubt vv. 28 
and 32 LXX give the original form of the sentence in normal 
Hebrew. 

37. n>ii; Sd HKI nho HKI. This is one of the passages where 
Dillmann alleges deliberate omission. The King of Hebron 
has already been slain in v. 26, therefore the translator omitted 
the statement here. But if so, why were the three following 
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words omitted also ? It is probably an anticipatory insertion 
from V. 39. 

38. Dr6^l . LXX = jnM probably under influence of v. 31. 

41. "And Joshua smote them." Omit with LXX' The 
sentence should begin with 40b ^D riKI " and all that breathed 
he devoted, from K. Bamea to Gaza." 

42. naS. LXX ^iraTa^cv= HDH. M. T. is probably the cor- 
rection of a Hebrew scribe who thought that pK required l^S, 
but V. 40 decides otherwise. 

43. To be omitted with LXX as v. 15. 



CHAPTER XI. 

2. pevo. LXX read jnv and amplified by ftcyaXi/F from v. 8. 
lij . LXX = 133 an easy mistake if it is one. 

riDD. By metathesis LXX read n^D and joined it to the next 
word; hence <^€i^a€88a*p. They also divided the sentence 
wrongly, taking D^D at the beginning of v, 3, showing at the 
same time that they did not know that D^D meant westward. 

3. The Hittites and the Hivites should change places in 
M. T., so LXX. 

Hermon. LXX t6v ifyrjfiov. After transliteration Epfiov was 
corrupted into a common Greek word. Cf . Amos iii. 12 where 
zno is represented by Icpeis. 

4. Dn^^re. LXX iSao-iActs. Confusion of H and S . 

T\ Dr omitted by LXX. Probably not in the original. 

6. D^^^n. LXX TCT/Hwrw/tci/ovs. In xiii. 22 practically the 
same mistake is made. LXX generally represents ^n by rpav- 
fmria^ "a wounded man," and as that would not be suitable 
here the translator guessed. 

7. LXX add iv TQ 6p€ivQ = -ina, a corrupt repetition of Dnn. 
10. linn nan. Omitted by lxx. The translator's eye passed 

from the last 3 of naSo, the n not being written, to the 3 of >3. 
The Hebrew reviser would not have inserted a neat circum- 
stantial clause like this : cf . viii. 13 where he makes an original 
circumstantial clause into an objective clause llpy. 

13. D^n Sr nnoi^* lxx Kcx^fuiTMr/A^Ka. The translator seems 
to have coined a word. Perhaps the assonance with noin had 
something to do with it. Delete the last word in 13, ' Joshua ' ; 
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in LXX Israel. A good example of the truth of Wellhausen's 
canon " where M. T. and LXX differ in respect of a subject it is 
probable that the original text had neither/' 

14. lXx read " all its spoil '' referring to Hazor. This is 
probably right as w. 13 b and 14 refer to Hazor only. 

16. LXX add irpo9 T^ opci, probably a corrupt repetition of 
the following words. 

19. The meaning of D^^K^n "to make peace with" was not 
known to LXX. In x. 1 and 4 it is rendered by avro/ioXew, here 
by ov Xa/i)9ava>. A and F give irapeSowccv, an Aramaism. 

20. 'iai ^n^3. Omit with LXX. The original writer was not 
so minutely accurate. 

21. nn. LXX yci^ovs, reading perhaps according to an old 
conjecture "n. 

22. pKl. Omit with LXX. The expression "land of the 
children of Israel" does not seem to occur. In xxi. 41 
* possession' of the children of Israel is rendered. 



CHAPTER Xn. 

In 1?. 2 LXX B substitutes Amon for Aroer and consequently 
omits Amon from its proper place ; it also has fJitpo^ for /acVov. 
The same phrase is translated quite correctly in xiii. 9. 

2. bmn p3^ . This peculiar phrase occurs also in Deut. iii. 16. 
^mn is omitted by LXX B, A, F here, but is found in Deut. iii. 16. 
The fact that pl> occurs elsewhere by itself without hro is on 
the side of the LXX. 

4. ^113. Omit with LXX. 3 W is parallel to I WD in v. 2. 

6. ^1. Omit 1 with LXX. be^D as in v. 2. That after nrSa 
^V has fallen out is confirmed by Lucian. 

7. Y^»n . LXX = Amorites, shown to be original by x. 6. 

9 — ^24. iriK. Omitted by B, A, F, inserted in Lucian which 
has been accommodated all through this list to a text very little 
different from M. T. 

18. LXX *0^€#c T^s 'ApQ>K. *ApiiiK was originally Sapawc, but lost 
the S by haplography. M. T. is emended by all modems on 
the basis of this to jnK^ PW<. 

19. \r^o is omitted here by LXX B, A, F but probably turns 
up in the next verse. 
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20. pKTD pnoe^. lxx }iptDB^, omitting pKio directly after 
\)mx^ and giving )9<uriXca MafipmO as the next king. See Dr 
Driver's note in Kittel. 

23. ^AA. LXX T^s ToXciXatas = ^^A wliich is generally ac- 
cepted. 

24. M. T. 31 kings. LXX 29 CA*pa^ and 'Apa^ in 14 are 
doublets). These numbers show editing on both sides as no 
doubt M. T. list must be reduced to 30 and LXX list raised to 30. 
It is generally agreed that in v. 18 M. T. one king is to be read 
instead of two : there does not seem to be the same agreement 
as to which king LXX omitted. DiUmann and Bennett say 
Maqqedah^ Carpenter and Battersby, Madon; but Bethel v, 16 
is the one omitted. Maqqedah is represented by HAaS which is 
certainly a bad corruption of Mcuo/Sa^ but the Lyons Hept. has 
'* regem Odolla, regem Mageda, regem lafud '^ ; the omission of 
Bethel and the form lafud show that this is not from a corrected 
text. Madon or its equivalent turns up in LXX in v. 20. 



CHAPTER XIII. 

3 and 4. The M. T. has put the soph pasuq at the wrong 
word. The stop is put at the right word in the Peshitta. But 
LXX also took the words in the right connection. The comma 
in Swete at T<g Evau^ is a plain instance of the LXX verse- 
numbering being governed by that of the Hebrew Bible. That 
^#c ®aifiav must go with T<3 Evauo is proved by the Kal wliich 
follows, wliich is also represented in the Peshitta, so that we 
must read pK ^31. 

4 b. D^^n^vb HS^ rrHOO^. lxx ivavrlov (Lucian dwd) Toiiys. 
Lyons Heptateuch " a Graza." 

On the basis of LXX and Deut. ii. 23 we may perhaps restore 
the right reading here. The LXX read D>3n>vni ntt^D. The 
waw before D^^n^vn may represent the n of ni^ which would 
partly explain the IK'K of M. T. so that the true reading may 
have been "Prom Graza to the Zidonians." Deut. ii. 23 speaks 
of the Awim who dwelt in villages as far as Graza. The 
mention of Gltiza after the Awim here would therefore be 
natural. The writer wished to denote a large extent of country 
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from the South to the North " all the land of the Canaanites" ; 
the phrase " from Graza to the Zidonians " does this. The waw 
before Pnyo in M. T. is a dittograph from the preceding letter. 

5. >S33n. LXX FaXia^. Some ingenious scribe thinking of 
Groliath of Grath added the word <^vXMrTt€t/t. 

6. nSnai. lxx translation by ^ shows ignorance of a 
essentiae, see xxiii. 4. 

7 and 8. The M. T. here is confessedly imperfect. The LXX 
translated the true text but subsequently suffered from inter- 
polation as is seen when the passage is turned into Hebrew. 
D^n nn« jnn tsnx^n kud h)iin D>n iv p^^nos : ne^jo id3B^ >vni 
ntw in3 (nam ^aaitnn) nmt^ oaK' >vm D^oac^n ^3b6 : Snai ^nan 
"lai -tt^inrno mn> tai; rwtnD urh jna : nmro n"i^n nara n'pm 
The eye of the Hebrew scribe passed over the fourteen words 
between ne^DD Dac^ at the end of v. 7 to their second occurrence 
later on. Again the words nam ^aaifcOn were not in the text 
before the LXX. It was only after the omission had taken place 
in M. T. that they were required in that text to make good the 
omission. After their insertion in M. T. they were transferred 
to the LXX. 

Dillmann's statement therefore that the LXX cannot be the 
original text because of the insertion of rm P. koI T<f T. is true, 
but does not, as he thinks, discredit the LXX. The LXX as we 
have it is not the original it is true, but only because it contains 
an interpolation ; when this is banished, it does represent the 
original. Hollenberg's argument that if the LXX translator had 
inserted the words -nS P. #cal tw T, they would not appear in such 
an awkward place holds good but his conclusion that they 
were therefore in the text before lyy does not. 

The process then by which M. T. obtained its present form 
was (1) omission by homoioteleuton, (2) filling out of text by 
the insertion of the first six words in v. 8 and iK^a later on. 

9. ]:i'>i IV Kan^O. lxx has aVo Aat8a/Jav which may be the 
remnant of the full expression. 

10. LXX add Kal Tov Xavavoiov^ probably an explanatory 
gloss. 

13. LXX insert BaonXcvs before nie^a. The translator may 
have considered that as '»'^w:in represented the people niK^a by 
itself could not. 

14 b. LXX Kal ovTO^ 6 icara/Acpur/AO^ ov Karc/tcpio-c Moivcn/s roi^ 
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vloU 'la-parjk Iv *ApaP<ii$ Ma>a)9 k.t.X. The genuineness of this 
clause, which does not appear in the Hebrew, is generally 
accepted: no doubt it is guaranteed by the transliteration of 
P's phrase *Apa)8wd Mwa^. But it seems impossible to admit 
that KaTa/i€pt(r/i6s represents a Hebrew word before the translator. 
It is never used elsewhere in the LXX. The verb Kara/Acpi^w is 
also very rare and requires explaining as a translation of SriD. 
Mcptfo) it is true is used, but it represents phn in xiii. 7, xiv. 5 and 
no doubt in xviii. 6. The translation is therefore unique. 

The most probable explanation seems to be that the super- 
scription was Sru Hfi^ PiSk as in v. 32 and that n^N was read as ntl , 
the confusion of ^ and k being very frequent. Pin was naturally 
translated by ^al ovto9. As there was no substantive before 1K^ 
the translator sv/ppUed one by Kara^cpia-fioq ; having supplied it 
he not unnaturally continued with the cognate verb icaTa/tcptfw 
for ^TO although he had translated rhn^ in the previous clause 
by KkrjpovofjLia, A translator without a Hebrew word before 
him was liable to use a Greek word which betrays the absence 
of a Hebrew original. This is seen here and also in kci/acvov in 
iv. 6 and crvvrcXcia and Sia^ao-is in iv. 8. 

15. pixi ^33 niDD^. rg <l>vk'S Vovfirfv. Hollenberg compares 
xiii. 24, XV. 1, xviii. 21, xix. 1, 17, 24, 40 and calls them instances 
of simplification; but the enumeration is incomplete, and in- 
vestigation of all the similar passages throws doubt on this 
theory of simplification, see xix. 1. 

16, 17. Both LXX and Peshitta make the sentence end at 
Heshbon. 

21. LXX omits jnc^na i^d "KJ^. The repetition of iHi^H would 
account for this. 

prr^D ^3^d:. lxx o^x***''^^ cvapa. Schleusner's conjecture ap- 
Xovraq irapa is most ingenious, but Hollenberg is probably right 
in regarding dpxovra and livapa as doublets; cvapa being the 
original word. yD2 is very rare ; it occurs only four times in 
O.T. LXX no doubt guessed, cvapa is found nowhere else in 
the Greek Bible. 

22. nnn ^K-iB^ ^n. Omit with LXX BA. "Children of 
Israel" is an explicit subject, "with the sword'' a scribal in- 
sertion. 

nr\H>n S«. HoUenberg's emendation of poiqj into rpoirg is 
confirmed by Lucian. 
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23. 1 of Snai is omitted by LXX, see v. 27, Note the pre- 
ceding 1. 

24. LXX = 13 ^33, Peshitta li TO^, M. T. has both, see note 
on V. 15. 

26. nai^ . ^ is a dittograph; not in LXX. 

27. ^nai . LXX ipul reading ^nr , but as the verb in the few 
instances in which it occurs is transitive, M. T. is to be preferred; 
see also on xv. 47. 

28. LXX add avx^^a hrurrpelfovaw kvavriov Tmv fySfmv avrwv = 
Dn^l^K ^3bS 13B^ 5|"W. a reason for these words in their present 
form is difficult to find. Why should the defeat of Grad be 
alluded to ? Can it be that the Hebrew, no doubt originally a 
marginal gloss, was misread by LXX and was originally WB^ 5|1P 
Dn^l^K DnOD^ ? A mention of the prowess of Grad would not be 
unnatural : no other members of a tribe are spoken of in the 
same way as those of Grad are in 1 Chron. xii. 8 — 15. 

" Mighty men of valour trained for war — ^whose faces 
were like the faces of Uons — swift as the roes upon the 
mountains.'' Of the captains " the least was equal to a 
hundred and the greatest to a thousand.'' 
The misreading would be helped by the fact that in in- 
corporating the gloss into the text, the translator by inserting 
on €y€ini6ri could give a reason for the defeat of the Gradites. 

29. '131 ^vr6 >nn. Plainly a doublet. Not in LXX. 

32. wipav rov lopSavov the same insertion as in v. 10. Lyons 
Hept. has it here and not in v. 10. 

33. Omit with LXX. Duplicate of 14. 



CHAPTER XIV. 

2. Dn^ ^1133. Dillmann notices the unsatisfactoriness of 
translating "by the lot of their inheritance," and also mentions 
that LXX and Targum translate as though they had a verb 
before them. 

Hence the acceptability of Dr Driver's emendation l^m ^1133 
DriK. Perhaps we must also with Peshitta read nn^ after n^tD. 
Lxxj^nn^ 

3. nODPi-jn^ ^3 . Omitted in LXX perhaps by homoioteleuton. 
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8. VOOn. In Dent. i. 28 IDOn. LXX here fAtriarrjirav. In 
Dent, iijritm^av. A guess in both places. Yet ii. 11, v. 1 and 
vii. 5 show that the Niphal was known. 

12. th pijiia TovTo. Explanatory insertion by LXX. 

What is it that Joshua is said to have heard ? The promise 
made to Caleb ? or the fact that the Anakim dwelt in Hebron ? 
The LXX and Vulgate readings give the first interpretation, the 
Hebrew allows either. We may get some help from the Hebrew 
by the consideration that the pronoun nnK before nw^ must 
have some emphasis (Driver, TenaeSy § 160, Ob.). This seems to 
confirm the LXX and the Vulgate " Thou thyself didst hear the 
promise made. You have not to take my mere assertion.'* 
Here we have some reason for an emphatic nnK. If the second 
interpretation is taken nnK remains without any emphasis. 
" Thou thyself didst hear that the Anakim dwell there " would be 
pointless. There was no need to remind Joshua that he had 
heard 40 years ago what he now would know without doubt. 

LXX did not seem to know the meaning of >^1K. Here we 
get ^av, in ix. 7 ^ fwy, Gen. xvi. 2 tva, xviii. 24 cav 8c, xxiv. 5 m 
w'orc, 1 Sam. vi. 5, ix. 6 oirws, 

TE«. LXX KaBa = yff\io perhaps rightly, cf. the last three 
words of the verse. 

13. vi<p Kcvcf in LXX is probably a later insertion. In w. 6 
and 14 we get 6 KcFc^aio^. The LXX readings are confused and 
the expression is absent from the Lyons Heptateuch. 

15. 'iii Svyyn Dn^n. lxx firfTpowoXi^ = dx mother city. The 
correction is as old as Schleusner; see x. 2. 



CHAPTER XV. 

In the description of the boundaries which is given in 
CC. XV. — ^xix., we should expect wapairopevofJLai for 'OV and irept- 
'irop€vofiaLi for ano. We may assume that the translator knew the 
meaning of these simple words and rendered them correctly. 
We may therefore certainly infer that where we get ^rcptiropcvo/iai 
for lar as in xv. 3 and xix. 13, and ^ropairopcvofuu for 13D as in 
xviii. 14, the Greek text has suffered corruption. 

But there are other cases where the Greek renderings lead 
one to suspect, not corruption of the Greek text, but Hebrew 
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editorial alteration. It seems hardly likely that the Greek 
translator would have been so inconsistent as to give St€K^<iXXa> 
for »T in XV. 4, 11 bis, and the same word for I3y in xv. 7 : or 
Sitkcva-erai for lar in xviii. 13 and 18, and the same word for xy 
in xviii. 15, xix. 12, 27 and 34. 

The following are the renderings of HT and in; and llD 
according to our present texts. 

KV^. Stairopcvofuu xv. 3, 8t€ic)8aXX<o xv. 4, 11 bis, xvi. 7, cfcp- 
Xo/Mii xvi. 2, xviii. 11, ^PXoyMi xvi. 1, 8i€pxofi<u xviii. 15, xix. 12, 
27, 34, 7rap€pxofiai xviii. 17. 

inr. €KW€piirop€VOfiai XV. 3, €K7rop€VOfiai XV. 3, 4, Tmpatropevofuu 
XV. 6, 10, 8i€ic^aXXo) XV. 7, TrapipxofJLoi xv. 11, Xvi. 2, 6, SUpxofAai 
xviii. 13, 18, w€pi€pxopiai xix. 13. 

MD. €Knop€vofuu xv. 3, vfpUpxofuu XV. 10, xvi. 6, xix. 14, 
wapipxofKU xviii. 14. 

1. ^nwn >nM. LXX = buan, so in xvi. 1 and xvii. 1. M. T. 
undoubtedly deserves the preference especially in view of 
xxi. 38 "their allotted portion was twelve cities,'' where the LXX 
is certainly wrong. But M. T. is not consistent, having in xvi. 1 
^-lOn KV>1 and in the other two places ^iian >n^. In xvi. 1 LXX 
itat lycvcro is no doubt right, tev^l may be the alteration of a 
scribe who like the Greek translator did not realise the meaning 
of S"iia as "an allotted portion'' which it has with >n>l. The 
mistake was, of course, facilitated by the resemblance between 
^33 and ^13. 2»s Ka8i;s. Probably LXX misread nvp as itnp and 
translated only one of the expressions meaning Southward. 

3. miK. LXX €t5 SapaSa for cis 'ApaSa. Reverse mistake of 
T^9 *ApiOK for T^5 IfiLpiaK xii. 18, see vdmf^ Sowa/t in xviii. 16. 

5. nvp (P). Omitted by LXX though it is translated on its 
second occurrence in the verse. 

7. n3B miDVI. LXX has here Kara^atVei which = Ti>1. By 
common consent n3D is impossible. If this is struck out as a 
dittograph (Ehrlich) we have PiaiDVl to account for. But if we 
are to go by the respective positions of the valley of Achor, 
Adummim and En-shemesh, the mention of a northward 
direction is not likely. Steuemagel would take n^lBVI as a 
corruption of njDl ; Ehrlich's objection to this, that n3D is never 
used elsewhere of boundaries, fails in view of the fact that i^n 
also is so used only once (xvii. 7). n3D1 may have been misread 
by LXX. 
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bnan -an . LXX koX Suk^SoXXci = « v>1 . May be the alteration 
of Hebrew reviser. 

8. Valley of Bephaim. LXX = * land' perhaps rightly, cf. 
Deut. ii. 20, iii. 13. 

9. ^iD. Omitted by LXX. Probably a dittograph of in. 

10. nnri comes earlier in LXX. U'^nr* in. LXX = i^iy. 

11. opuL ifrl Xipa. Textual error for iwl 6po^ BaXa. 

13. nK . LXX fitfTpoTToki^ = DK . See x. 2. 

14. pyijn n>b>. Not in lxx. The phrase is both superfluous 
and inaccurate. The right phrase p3yn >3n has occurred im- 
mediately before. 

16. iKKoijrQ is the doublet. It is omitted by nearly 30 MSS. 
and the Lyons Hept. LXX misread n^ as idS and translated 
by the usual word, XafjLpdvm. The translation of the second 13^ 
was accordingly varied by Kvptcvw. 

18. inn^Dni. lxx BA and Lucian orwe^ouXcuVaTO avrw 
Xcyovoxi AinjaofjLai rov iraripa fiov. According to Holmes and 
Parsons, seven or eight MSS. read <rw€fiovk€va'€v avrQ Xcywv, 
Alrqa-ai, tw iraripa <rov. This is confirmed by the corresponding 
passage in Judges i. 14 LXX, where M. T. has suffered in the 
same way as here. We must therefore read nn^pji. Lyons 
Hept. perhaps had the whole passage right. Et factum est 
cum introiret ad eam, consilium dedit illi dicens : Pete a patre 
tuo. 

rovni. LXX did not know the word and gives i^ovja-ty. It 
may possibly have been read as pyvni, see xxiv. 7. 

19. D^D rh^. LXX takes as a proper name; though in B 
there must have been considerable corruption before rrjv BoOOav€is 
and rrjv TovaiOXav could represent the same word. 

Recent scholars have adopted Moore's suggestion on Judges 
i. 15 that the true reading is Gullath maim, Gullath illith and 
Gullath tahtith. It is true that GuUoth is not in itself im- 
possible, vide " Succoth^' : but in favour of Gullath we have, 

(1) TuiXaSfjuufji in LXX A in Joshua, and XvrpaHrtv in Judges, 
showing that the word was taken to be the singular, not 
the plural form. 

(2) The fact that the adjectives are taken as singular in 
LXX both in Joshua and Judges, and also in M. T. of 
Judges, i.e. the LXX both in Joshua and Judges support 
Gullath while M. T. does so in Judges. 
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21. nvpD D^'tt^n, LXX iroXcis avTiov iroXcis vp6%. The trans- 
lation of nvpD would be diro fiipov^^ when the a of dv6 was lost 
nOMEPOYS became nOAISHPOS. 

nnM3. LXX iirl rfj^ iprffiov. An Aramaism. 

22. niyny. lxx B *Apovrj\ 120 •Apovi;p='Tinr or mirtt^, see 
Driver, Samttel^ p. 226. The reading *A&i8a in A, Lncian etc. 
is a very clear example of the alteration of the original LXX 
text to agree with M. T. 

25. nmn nivn. The adjective is not represented in LXX. 
It looks like a late gloss, as if the nivn mentioned in the text 
had been destroyed and a new town built, iivn appears as at 
KwfMi avTi3v = jnnvn. If nmn was indistinct it may have been 
taken for a suffix, ninp appears as ai voXcis. The translator 
took it as a plural of nnp, not knowing that the plural form was 
not in use. See the same mistake in xviii. 28 etc. 

28. n^ninni . All modems read with LXX n^niani . 

30. ^>D3. LXX Bai^X^ combined with xix. 4, shows that the 
right reading is ^ini or rather ^t<n^l. For the place see Driver's 
note on 1 Sam. xxx. 27. 

32. Both M. T. and LXX agree that there should be 29 
names; both also are inconsistent: LXX gives 30, M. T. 36. It 
is generally considered that four names have been inserted in 
M. T. here from Nehemiah xi. 27 — ^28, but as these four names 
are in LXX the text must have suffered interpolation at an early 
date, and LXX can therefore afford no help in determining which 
cities should be omitted. 

46. nD^l. LXX, Pc/iva, take it as a proper name. The text 
no doubt was indistinct. 

47. All the versions represent ^na, but M. T. Kethib 
^ina is difficult to explain : see Gray's Nvmbers, xxxiv. 6. In 
accordance with Haupt's suggestion, the translation of this 
passage would be '^ the sea being the border and its adjacent 
territory.*' 

59. Eleven additional names in LXX are generally accepted. 

61. 11103. LXX Ba88apy€i9, a corruption of the translitera- 
tion. After the corruption had taken place, the word was taken 
as a proper name and ivrd substituted for H in the next verse. 

62. n^Dn i^i^. lxx B woXcts 2a8<i>K, Lucian twi' (iXwv, Lyons 
Heptateuch, civitates allon. 

63. min> >3n n«. Not in lxx. 
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CHAPTER XVX 



1. ^lun «yi. LXX read >n>l. See on xv. 1. 

Iirn^ ^th . Not in LXX. Holzinger aflSxms that the expression 
was deliberately left out by the translator. But it is not easy 
to think that our translator would have found any difficulty in 
the words. They look like a doublet. 

nnon. LXX ^al ava^iyVfrat ic.t.X. iSHtsn may originally have 
been a corrupt repetition of nmro. riQy ^p^j/jlov looks like a late 
insertion in LXX. The LXX obviously gives the better text. 
Dilhnann admits that the syntax of nniDn is doubtful and that 
rhv should have the article. Moreover the LXX is confirmed by 
xviii. 12 b as pointed out by Dr Driver. LXX is accepted by 
Steuemagel and Dr Driver. Read inn in>Tt) n^yi. 

2. niTtDP ^D-ii<. In B XttTopoj^ci. The X is the sole remnant 
of Apx*. 

3. Ti^l is another confirmation of the LXX reading n^l in 
V. 1. LXX SicXcvo-frai shows careless translation, though in v, 2 
the words are quite accurately rendered. 

LXX omits ira ixn . It appears at the end of v, 5. 

6. nnDDDH. Neither M. T. nor LXX gives a satisfactory 
meaning. According to Ency, Bib. no emendation of the text 
has been proposed. Dr Driver suggests insertion of D^na sn>1. 
Steuemagel inserts "und die Grenze lauft aus nach dem Meere 
zu.*' Omit iniK with LXX. 

7. LXX omits TTl and translates nniPJ by Kwfuw as though 
it were pointed fJ^nTga. 

8. nap ^m. Lxxx«^fc»'«. 

10. ccos ivi^ri ^apau} Kal rovs fcarocKovvras cv Pa^cp iieKiyrq- 

aav KoX ISoMccv avrrjv ^apOM ly <l>€pvQ tq Ovyarpi avrov. HoUenberg 
and Dillmann take this verse, which comes in the LXX after ^<i>9 
njs iifjL€pa^ ravn/s, as an insertion from 1 Kings ix. 16. But 
against this must be set : 

(1) The circumstance that the passage in 1 Kings ix. 16 
M. T. appears in LXX B and Lucian as iv. 32. A wander- 
ing passage in K[ings has no claim to be considered the 
original of the passage here. 

(2) The fact that LXX here does not render the clause >n>i 
111? och : which indeed is not consistent with LXX reading. 
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If the Canaanites in Grezer had been reduced mh there 
would have been no necessity for Pharaoh's expedition. 

(3) The presence of a short clause in the Hebrew instead 
of the long clause given in LXX, which suggests abbrevia- 
tion; an indisputable example of abbreviation of this kind 
is found in 1 Sam. xxxi. 6, 7 compared with 1 Chron. x. 
See Driver in loco. 

There are also three linguistic points in favour of LXX here. 

(1) The passage in LXX Kings does not contain a translation 
of y\n in B or Lucian, and in A airo#cT€4v<a is used. 

(2) ^cpnj is used here, dvoaroXai in Kings. 

(3) The 2 essentiae is absent from Kings and is probably 
represented here by iy. 

The translation of y)n by the rare word iKKtyrtia is not 
against the genuineness of the passage. It is used in Numbers 
xxii. 29 to translate y\r\ and our translator was not averse to 
rare words; cf. KaTopva-aia for burying, in xxiv. 32 and 33 
instead of ddima^ and in xxiii. 12 we get another rare word in 
avyKarafiCyw/jLi, 

Again, if the ^ in ^ ^<pvj represents the 2 essentiae, this is 
a strong point in favour of a Hebrew original; cf. Josh. xiii. 6 
and 7 and xxiii. 4 where the 2 essentiae though misunderstood 
is rendered by iv. In the passage in Kings D^r6r is used 
without 2. 

The Hebrew reviser no doubt objected to the statement 
that Grezer kept its independence till the time of Solomon and 
accordingly omitted the passage. It should be added that the 
words Ja>s H7S riiiApa^ ravrri^ can have been no part of the original 
LXX and one MS, 44, omits them. 



CHAPTER XVII. 

2. rjDV p rw^'O ^n. Omitted in LXX. The fact that in the 
next verse LXX omits rw^O \2 TDD p ni6a p makes it probable 
that these are both later additions. 

5. i«rin. Not in LXX. 

5 a. LXX here quite misunderstood the text. 

13^ ni^W TW^yo. This is represented by diro 'Aveuraa #c<u ^cStbv 
AajScic, i.e. rrwv was read me^i and ii^ was transliterated. 
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7. AffXavaB rj ion Kara vpoawrov vicSv *AvaB, LXX again mis- 
understood the text. In the first part AiyXavatf for nn03Dn Xt<tD 
seems to defy explanation. The two names were probably 
taken as one, and textual corruption did the rest. For the 
other words it may be suggested that D3(r ^Jfi ^l^ was read 
IMK' ^33 hv = Kara vtovs Sava^. The S of Sava^ was dropped after 
the final o- of vwv^ as elsewhere and became Kara vlov^ *AvaB, 
This was subsequently emended by the insertion of vpoaanrov to 
render OEi . Hence Kara Trpoauyn'ov vImv 'AvajSy — vloJv for the sake 
of grammar. 

8. manpK nmn ne^aoS. lxx = iT»t mwoS. lxx is probably 
right, nifin t^ was repeated to emphasise the fact that the 
spring belonged to Manasseh but Tappuach to Bphraim. Sub- 
sequently pr was corrupted into pK. Interchange of k and v is 
frequent, ^ or i is confused with i in this book, see ix. 7. For 
and j^ see Graetz, die PsalmeUy p. 129. 

9. LXX lopiiyX is a strange reading but rhiin Dnj; is not 
above suspicion. A subsequent reviser added r€p€fuvOo9 as a 
translation of rbiin . LXX kqI co-rat = riMi = vni . 

11. In this verse LXX omits all mention of Ibleam, Endor, 
and Taanach ; and amplifies after nS)^ . Since r\^h^ in M.T. means 
' a triad of,' this justifies the three names in LXX, Bethshean, 
Dor and Megiddo; especially as LXX did not understand the 
word svsh^ in this sense, but took it to mean 'a third,' a 
fact which seems to negative Dillmann's suggestion that LXX 
reduced the names to three on account of ntffh^. We may 
conjecture that after the original text was written, the two 
names Ibleam and Taanach were inserted from Judges i. 27. 
Endor is perhaps a corrupt repetition of Dor. This would 
account for the six names in M. T. The fourfold ^3e^ is 
admittedly an insertion from Judges, two instances of which 
got into LXX here as tovs Karoucovvras hrl tovs k. and ol KaroifcovvTCs. 

14. HD IV tTK nr. LXX has Kot, and the sentence reads 
better as they give it, " seeing I am a great people and J. hath 
blessed me.'' The Vulgate agrees with LXX, and is plainly not 
dependent on the old Latin. 

15. D^KBini n-iDn pxa U^. lxx omits. The phrase may 
be due to an endeavour to localise the new territory. 

16. apco-KCi, textual corruption for apxco-ct. 

17. c|D1^ no. LXX gives vioC under the influence of v. 14. 

H. 5 
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The alteration may liave been intentional, but '*^2 and no would 
not differ much in the exemplar. Omit ''to Ephraim and to 
Manasseh'' with LXX. 

18. vnicvn. Omitted hy LXX which is supported by HMI 
Kthib. 

Kin ptn O . LXX = i3DtD nptn O which suits the context better. 
So Dp Driver. 

CHAPTER XVIII. 

3. This chapter exhibits undoubted traces of the hand of 
the reviser, otherwise one would be inclined to think the 
omission of KnS before nen^ to be an abbreviation. 

Da^nOK . '* J', the God of your fathers ^' occurs nowhere else 
in this book, whereas "J\ your God'' or "our Gtod" occurs 
several times in Joshua's speeches; see v, 6. Perhaps therefore 
LXX "J', our God" is right. Cf. note on xxiv. 14 and 15. 

4. Dn^Kl. Omit with LXX. The sentence runs better 
without it. 

'131 nrhn^ ^ej^. lxx hfavrlov iJLov is a doublet. 

The translator first went wrong over DnSm ^dS. This he 
translated by KaSa Scifo-ct StcXctv avnfv. This may pass as not 
absolutely misleading. The remainder of the sentence he 
rendered unintelligently : he forgot that it was a command and 
made it a narrative. Instead of "and let them come (or 
perhaps bring it) to me, and let them divide it into seven parts " 
he gives " and they came to him, and he divided it into seven 
parts." The Hebrew text in the script before the translator 
with a misreading of one letter can quite easily bear this 
meaning. Nothing but an intelligent appreciation of the 
context could have kept him right. 

6. nb. Omit with lxx G, some cursives, the Syro-Hex. 
and the Lyons Heptateuch. 

unan. lxx fiepMrarc = ip^n^ This deviation is to be com- 
pared with that in t?. 8 where anD^ is rendered by xiapo^Trj<Tai,. 
Holzinger accepts the LXX as the original. He also points out 
that xiapoparilv represents nay in v. 9. The LXX probably'gives 
the original in both places, and the M. T. here makes a double 
deviation which resembles the * double omissions ' elsewhere. 

8. n^K HBI ^^K. Read with LXX A and many cursives 
«>8c KoL = i»^K^i HB ^^K. The Lyons Heptateuch has "redite hue 
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ad me," and this is the order of the Greek in 59. The Peshitta 
agrees with LXX A. 

2nyp , LXX xwpojSoT^o-ai. UJID , XiapoparrifraT€. As this section 

in the Hebrew has plainly been revised (see below on vv. 6 — 10) 
it is probable that we have here two deliberate alterations. 
Perhaps the expression 'yijh was not definite enough for the 
Hebrew reviser. 

9. After pN3 LXX has kcI ctSoo-av avn/v = nifcTI^I . 

rhv nanon ^k. Omit with lxx BA. 

10 b. DK' p^mi . Omit with LXX BA. 

2 — 10. This whole section exhibits marks of a Hebrew 
reviser. Take the passages which Dillmann himself criticises. 
In V. 9, where the LXX omits the words " to the camp at Shiloh," 
he says " possibly Shiloh is only a harmonistic insertion " and 
goes on to add " as also probably 8 b 'and here will I cast lots' 
where the emphatic front position of nSi is striking." But in 
this latter passage the true text of LXX does not assign '^ the 
emphatic front position " to the word nsi which causes Dillmann 
to suspect the clause, though strangely enough he overlooks 
this. And again the passage 10 b which he considers to have 
been deliberately omitted by the LXX is ascribed by him to the 
hand of a redactor. Surely if a clause considered to be due 
to a redactor is absent from LXX, it is quite possible that it was 
not in the text before the translator. 

6 — 10. In these verses we have in the true text of lxx 
(1) the omission of nfi in v. 6, (2) the transposition of nfii ^^K 
into inB ^^K or yh^ na in v. 8, (3) the omission of "to the camp 
at Shiloh" in v. 9, (4) the omission of 10b, all consistent with 
and supporting one another. The LXX plainly deserves the 
preference. See Intro., p. 7. 

11. LXX insert wpcSros = x\mr\7\ ^nian. But see Well. p. 128. 

15. Dnjr nnp. lxx read ^l^a as in the preceding verse. 
K^l HD^ LXX B and Lucian cIs Fao-civ. A els Vaw ; plainly 

reading a proper name. A reference to xv. 9 is not of much 
assistance, as \rysD in ^"W is corrupt. The second occurrence of 
KV^ in M. T. is plainly superfluous. LXX omit p before Hinnom 
as M. T. does in the next clause. 

16. pDi^n. LXX and xv. 8 = poy r\^p^ "the extreme end of 
the valley." Cf . ii. 18 a. rov 6pov% has fallen out of B after fUpovs. 

17. For the second kv^ LXX read "uy. 

6—2 
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18. nanim ^10 . lxx = nani^n no which is generally accepted. 

18 — 19. ini^i :nnmi;n. lxx omit perhaps rightly, cf. xv. 6. 

20. irw. Omit with LXX. 

28. 131 nj^aa. LXX A and Lucian read «cat TaPaaO koL WXts 
^lapifjL woXts (woXcis) = D*!!^ D*'W^ n^"»pi rwaai ; omission by haplo- 
graphy in M. T. 

B reads 'cal WXcis koL TaPcuii$uap€ifjL^ iroXcis = 0^*10 WHiy* TW2}1 ri^1> 
plainly a case of transposition. For LXX mistake of taking 
ninp as plural of n'^'^p see xv. 24. 

CHAPTER XIX. 

In w. 1, 17, 24, 32, 39, 40 the LXX give a very much shorter 
text, all these verses omitting DnnDfi^^. 

1. DninDCIDb pwoe^ *33 ncth. It may be urg^ that the 
occurrence in the LXX of ur\nwd> in six places (vv. 8, 10, 16, 
23, 31, 48) would uphold the contention that the original 
Hebrew text had the expression in all twelve places (vv. 1, 8, 
10, 16, 17, 23, 24, 31, 32, 39, 40, 48) and that the LXX had de- 
liberately omitted the continual repetition of the phrase. But 
apart from the fact that this tendency of the LXX to deliberately 
omit is in dispute, it must be pointed out that this assumption 
of uniformity in the Hebrew is considerably weakened by the 
circumstance that in the M. T. as we have it now there is no uni- 
formity in the use of the word noo . It is found in the Hebrew in 
xviii. 11, xix. 1, 8, 23, 24, 31, 39, 40, 48, nine places, and is absent 
in xviii. 28, xix. 10, 16, 17, 32, five places. If there is no uni- 
formity in the use of one technical term, why should there 
necessarily be uniformity in the use of another? noo is 
rendered in LXX in xix. 8, 9, 23, 31, 39, 48, six places : v. 9 in 
the Hebrew does not contain it. Fiurther in the subscriptions 
xviii. 28, xix. 8, 16, 23, 31, 39 and 48 LXX agree exactly with 
M. T. both in the longer and shorter forms ; e.g. in xviii. 28 and 
xix. 16 where M. T. omits nr^. If in this inconsistent method 
of subscription LXX faithfully followed their text, we may 
assume that they generally did so in the introductory formulae ; 
and that the differences are due to a Hebrew reviser who 
wished to make the superscriptions and subscriptions agree. 

2. V2^. LXX i/o^ as in XV. 26. 

7. TTOI pOT pi;. LXX *Ep€fifimv KOI ©oXx^ koi *l€$€p = poi ^^^ 
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and pn (1 Chron. iv. 32), 'Ic^cp is of course a doublet omitted in 
54 and 75. Lyons Hept. Thaga. 

8. X'N Dnvnn ^3i. Omit with LXX. It is possibly due to 
dittography of preceding jnnvni which may have been erro- 
neously repeated and the phrase filled out by a subsequent scribe. 

vopevofievfav. The first two letters of "wn were read by them- 
selves. 

9. LXX omits >33 (P) and inserts ni^D before ^33 (2**). 
10—12. nn^TD . TTJ'. LXX •E<rc8€ic(y(i)Xa) and ScSSovk plainly 

reading i as the second letter. And as waw and yod were in- 
distinguishable, modem scholars no doubt are right in reading 
mC': yio\a represents rhv in v. 11. 

11. yaai (2**). Omit with LXX. Repeated by M. T. owing 
to the preceding athnach. 

13. TKHDn. An old corruption, as is evidenced by LXX 
AfmOap etc. All moderns read "«ni. LXX rightly Rimmonah. 

14 inx. Omit with LXX. As Dillmann points out, the 
construction is unusual and the gender wrong. 

15 b. jrrnvni nitry D^ne^ ony. Omit with lxx, as also the 
similar phrases in vv, 22, 30, 38 and 39. The words are rendered 
in LXX in vv. 6, 7, 16, 23, 31 and 48, and in the ten places where 
they occur in chap. xv. 

16 b. jnnvm rb^n onyn. lxx has here and in 31 iroXcts icot 

ai Kiofjuai avr<i>v and in 48 oi iroXci? [avrcoF] Kal ai KiUfJuaL avrtov. In 
xiii. 23 and 28 M. T. has tnnvni lor^n. This corresponds to the 
true text of v, 48, which may have been that of 16 and 31. 

27. poyn nU. lxx prefixes koL cccrcXcvo-erat opta, following 
which Steuemagel and Dr Driver insert ^nan iSni. As how- 
ever "T^n is only used once of boundaries in this book (xvii. 7) it 
is perhaps allowable to follow eight Greek MSS. mentioned in 
Holmes and Parsons and read ^fcXcvo-cTac. This would enable 
us to read Kin in the Hebrew. l^<f>0aiPaiOfi€ is perhaps a cor- 
ruption of €ts dff>6(u B(u$fi€K, d<f>Oai representing nnD^ which came 
in from the preceding clause. 

28. pay. Peshitta piay, so all modems. 

29. i^y . LXX = \'^ which is generally accepted. 

tano. Read nSno. lxx a^r^ A€/5 = aV 'OXcjg. Cf. Moore's 
critical note on Judges i. 31. Pian^N. Insert 1 with LXX. 

30. nD\r\- Read with all modems I2yi according to LXX. 
For the n = i , cf . nnn^ in 1 Kings xvi. 34. 
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33. »nM (2**). LXX icai iy€iniOri<rw = Vn^^ . 

34. yae. Read with LXX WD*. So Dr Driver. 
min*3. Omit with LXX. 

41. yv\ Most modems read with certain MSS. py. The 
error is ancient; LXX wAcis. 

46. "1^. Bead with LXX onD and perhaps omit ^na tw ppnni 
Sid. LXX did not understand this meaning of Sl33 (territory) 
and as elsewhere translates h^D by irXfjaiov. 

47, 48. Up tai 1890— the date of Budde's Bichter mid 
Samuel — ^the extra verses in the LXX were regarded as an in- 
sertion from Judges i. 34, 35. But the opinion is now gaining 
ground that they were originally part of the Hebrew text, the 
ultimate source of both passages being *' J." On the former 
side we have Hollenberg, Dillmann, Bennett and Steuemagel, 
on the latter Budde, Addis, Carpenter and Battersby, and 
Holzinger. 

Assuming that the verses were in the original, the question 
must be asked whether any reason can be discovered for their 
omission by the Hebrew reviser ? Holzinger suggests that the 
reason was the coincidence or correspondence (Ubereinstim- 
mung) with the passage in Judges. It is more probable how- 
ever that the Hebrew reviser deliberately omitted that part of 
the narrative which recorded failure, and retained the part 
which recorded conquest. This would be naturally followed 
by the subscription. 

On the other hand, if we take the view that the passages 
are insertions in the LXX, the difficulties in the way are con- 
siderable. First, what necessity was there for transposing the 
subscription? Second, why is the inserted passage, which is 
continuous in Judges, here divided into two parts, one part 
before v. 47 M. T. and the other after it ? If the scribe had 
wished to insert Judges i. 34, 35 we should expect to find the 
LXX narrative parallel with M. T. up to the end of v. 47; 
then the insertion of the undivided passage, the whole being 
rounded off by the subscription. 

As it is, the hyjwthesis of insertion requires us to believe 
that the LXX translator first transposed the subscription — a 
wholly unnecessary proceeding — ^that he then inserted the first 
part of Judges i. 34, 35, went on with M. T. and finally inserted 
the second part of the passage. 
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Now the only circumstances under whicli this is at all 
possible, would be in the case of a deliberate revision of the 
text : and if such has been the case here, all must admit that — 
with the exception of the transposition — it has been skilfully- 
done. But is our translator a person capable of so deUcate 
a piece of work? The other places where LXX revision is 
supposed to have taken place in this book, are in the accounts 
of the circumcision at Gilgal and of the circuit of Jericho, 
chapters v. and vi. Those who affirm that parts of these 
chapters are abbreviated from M. T. by our translator, will 
hardly maintain that the work has been done skilfully : so that, 
if the hyjwthesis of abbreviation there and of insertion here is to 
stand, we have to believe that the translator who did such 
clumsy work in chapters v. and vi. could perform a very skilful 
piece of work in chapter xix. On the other hand the hypothesis 
here maintained, that the LXX translator faithfully represented 
the Hebrew before him, avoids the improbability of supposing 
that clumsy and skilful work could proceed from one and the 
same source, and therefore has more claims to acceptance. 

If Mr Thackeray's suggestion of two translators is accepted, 
the argument in the last paragraph would be partly invalidated; 
though a comparison with xviii. 4 should be nearly as decisive. 
But as pointed out in the Introduction, p. 16, another and 
perhaps a stronger argument is supplied for the faithfulness of 
LXX Joshua to its exemplar. 

49. hn:h i^3M. LXX liroptvOriauv reading id^m by metathesis. 
See the same mistake in i;. 51. 



CHAPTER XX. 

It is generally admitted (not by Dillmann) that LXX gives 
in this chapter the more original text and that nrn hi in v. 3 
together with vv, 4, 5, 6 (with the exception of one clause) 
were not before the LXX translator. 

7. iKHp^l. LXX Kttt SuoTciXcv. HoUenberg suggests ^npU, 
comparing Numb. xxxv. 11; an emendation which would be 
more likely if written ^XTKl- The suggestion however has not 
met with acceptance as r\^pr\ nowhere else has this meaning. 

8. nniTD in»T. Not in lxx. Geographical addition. 



Digitized by 



Google 



72 JOSHUA 



CHAPTER XXI. 

Mr Thackeray points out {Ghr. 0. T. Gk, p. 4) that in vv. 2 — 
11 and 34 — 42 the word used in LXX for 'suburbs' is irepwrrropia 
(17 times). In the rest of the chapter affHopuTfiiva is used (35 
times). He suspects Hexaplaric influence for the verses in 
which ir€punr6pta occurs, and suggests Aquila's version. But it 
should be noticed that irtpifrtropia is the word used in the 
corresponding sections of 1 Chron. vi. 

4. D^l^n p jriDn. LXX toIs tcpcvo-i tois Acvirais reading DOPIDH 
D^lSi . Comparison with v, 19, M. T. and LXX, where we get " the 
sons of Aaron, the priests,^' shows that the mention of the 
Levites is an insertion and D^anDH should be read. Cf. Lev. i. 
5 etc. 

5, 6. After D^inon in v. 5 and Jicna in v. 6, LXX and Peshitta 
omit nneWDD in both places. Dillmann, Bennett, and Dr Driver 
read DnnSBID'?. But the 'double omission* by LXX must be 
noticed, see Intro., p. 5. 

7. LXX has «cXi7pa)T6i =b"na3 rightly, cf. vv. 4, 5, 6 and 8. 

9, 10. DBa jnnK «ip^ "Wtc. Generally taken as corrupt. 
Steuemagel suggests tn^Bn:» nKi . The LXX gives « ol circitXiJ^aF 
Tots vlot5 'Aap(i>v, plainly reading tnn« ^33^ \\xyi}^'\. Comparison 
with XX. 7 suggests that ^B^ipjl which is there applied to cities 
may have been the word originally used here. When vtn\>'*\ was 
read as iKlp^l the other alterations had to be made in accordance. 
The sentence may originally have been "and they sanctified 
(them) to the sons of Aaron.'* For the omission of the ace. see 
Gres. Kautzsch 117 f. 

11a. ^3N . Bead with LXX D« . 

13. jnan. Not in lxx nor in M.T. v. 10. The three 
instances in the Hex. of the phrase " the sons of A. the priest" 
must all go. ]nr\ must be deleted here, and Lev. i. 7 (see LXX), 
and V, 4 above must run " the sons of A. the priests.^' 

16. pr . LXX B 'Ao-a = 165^, generally accepted. 

18. jiD^r. LXX B Ta/uaXa. From 1 Chron. vi. 45 nrhv is 
generally read. VaKaimB is found in several cursives. 

20. xinM ^U^. LXX = DSnJ ^'sis. Same mistake in v. 40. 
B has tcpcft)v, a corruption of opdav. 
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21. D^'TDK nnn. Not in LXX. Geographical addition. 

25. pDi na. lxx B *upada, HoUenberg points out that 
1 Chron. vi. 55 gives Dx6n which no doubt originally was U)hT. 
He also notes that many Greek MSS read ]H\t^ n*3 and he is 
inclined to adopt it. Later scholars prefer Dy^3^ 

27. mnci?D. lxx B Boa-opav. Supposed to be shortened 
for V n^n. Steuemagel and Dr Driver read nnne^r. 

29. D^33 pj;. LXX inryrfv ypafi/AaTwv = Q^jD which HoUenberg 
prefers, but he is not followed by other scholars. 

32. -wii non. LXX omits tkt. 

imp. LXxB *cat %€fifuav; 1 Ohron. vi. 61 D^nnp. The Koi 
before ®€fifjA»w also represents the p of the Hebrew word. 

36. All scholars emend to pDi after 1 Chron. vi. 62. LXX 
omits the four words " Dimnah and her suburbs." Dr Driver 
quotes three Greek MSS as giving Pc/x/jtav. 

36. 37. All scholars insert the 20 words which are in the 
margin of M. T. They have however to be supplemented from 
the LXX by inserting at the beginning WT p'xh "Oyoi and also 
after ]2^^ nt^DD the words nvnn vhpD "i^P nK. 

37. ^D which is not in Peshitta or Vulgate is plainly an 
anticipation of the first word in the next verse. LXX reads 
iroo-ai, no doubt a late insertion. 

38. See on xv. 1. 

40. rhi^n onyn na^^nn. Dillmann's explanation of these 
words "auch sollen diese Stadte bestehen" makes them a 
command, but the sudden interjection of a command here 
seems very unlikely. LXX = '* 48 cities and their suburbs round 
about these cities; a city and its suburbs round about it, as 
regards (h) all these cities." This may be right; if so the h in 
^aS would be an instance of the generalising force of ^ ; a well- 
known usage of P (Lex. 514 b). The Hebrew reviser forgot 
this usage and inserted p . 

It is i)ossible to argue that LXX did not know the exact force 
of ny^nn which, if correct, probably is *' these cities were to fee" 
(Tenses § 39), and that the exchange of this word for nn^3D 
was thus facilitated. It is more likely however, that we have 
the work of a Hebrew reviser. Bhrlich suggests na^^nni. 

42 a, b, c in LXX is a repetition of xix. 49, 50. This 
repetition is imi)ortant with reference to the question of re- 
vision. It is unfavourable to the general position of Dillmann^ 
who affirms the work of a reviser was, to a considerable extent, 
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undertaken by the LXX translator. Any reviser skilfol or 
otherwise would certainly have deleted one of the passages; 
and in point of fact that is what the Hebrew reviser did. 

The repetition also negatives the suggestion of Holzinger 
(p. xv) that the LXX may have been subject to an independent 
revision. Holzinger's suggestion is important as betraying his 
feeling that the hyx)othesis of mere abbreviation will not 
account for the phenomena in the book. 

42 d stands or falls with xxiv. 30 a. As mentioned in the 
Introduction, p. 9, there was a good reason for the Hebrew 
reviser dropping all reference to the circumcision at Gilgal. 

45. "House of Israel." LXX *sons*; rightly, as P ends at 
42. 



CHAPTER XXn. 

2. diofKoart^ misreading of Dn'TDCJ'. 

3. ombB^ is difficult. If correct it cannot be rendered 
" but have kept," A.V., R.V. and others, but must be a modified 
imperative = keep therefore. But it is better to follow LXX 
with Steuemagel, Holzinger and Driver, who strike out the 
waw, and place the athnach at D^3*^, translating " up to this day 
ye have kept." 

8. Dillmann admits the superiority of LXX here. With its 
aid we may restore as follows, making ip^n a Piel perf. intro- 
ducing a circumstantial clause: "and with much riches they 
returned to their tents, even with very much cattle etc., having 
divided the spoil of their enemies with their brethren," i.e. the 
9^ tribes : 

'wi ^ ^p^n nxD 21 nipDDi dh^Shk Sk iD«r D^an o^DD^n 

Possibly the alteration arose from ^p^n being taken as an 
imperative Qal ; ^2}f was accordingly pointed ^a^ and nn'hn "OC^l 
TDxS inserted, ne^l at the beginning of v. 9 which LXX omits 
was naturally added to carry on the narrative in a normal way. 
For a circumstantial clause acrvvScTcos defining how the preceding 
^2^ D^m D^DDi3 was effected see Driver, 1 Samuel xxx. 2, where 
the same word is used. 

The LXX had the same consonantal text as M. T. has after 
the inserted idk^ ; #cat in some GreekMSS. before SictXavro is plainly 
an intrusion to ease the construction. With this unpointed 
text no scholar would think of vocalising otherwise than in^ 
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and J|p^p or ^p^n. No one would point the words as imperatives 
unless "ID66 preceded, and even so the construction would be 
distinctly abnormal. Two imperatives separated from each 
other by a dozen words would be a very unusual construction 
in ordinary prose; 1 Sam. xv. 30 and xvii. 17 come nearest, and 
there the second imperative has waw copxdative; Buth iii. 13 
is different. Normal Hebrew would require Dnpbm. The only 
alternative to a circumstantial clause is to read ip^n^i, but if 
that had been in the text one at least of the first two letters 
would have been retained. 

11. S10 ^«. LXX, Lucian i<f>* optov = ^na ^K. LXX did not 
know the word, or perhaps the meaning of nay ^x later on. But 
the passage is very difficult, see Driver's Intro, and Carpenter 
and Battersby. 

12. " And the children of Israel heard.'' Omitted in LXX 
perhaps by homoioteleuton. 

14. hnmer* ^D^x. LXX x*^«»PXo* as in 21. To judge from 
Numb. i. 16, this was apparently the traditional translation. 

19. nWXD. LXX ftt#cpa. Masius suggested fuapa. 

n-ttDn hn oniKl. LXX = nin^ai. The phrase was repeated, 
and nin»n subsequently altered to oniKI. TiD is always con- 
strued with 3 except in Job xxiv. 13. 

20. The last three words of the verse are troublesome. 
LXX does not represent xb, Peshitta read W^D, Jerome read ^h. 

The interpretation generally given requires too much to be 
read into the words. We have to translate " So that though 
he was but one man, he did not perish (alone) on account of 
his iniquity." It is surely very doubtful whether nn^ can be 
* understood ' in this way. 

It is possible that the text originally ran " And wrath came 
upon the whole congregation, and he himself perished on 
account of his iniquity," i.e. the result of Achan's trespass was 
two-fold — ^Wrath ui)on the people and destruction to the 
offender. So would it be in the present case. 

But i3iya jna Kim suffered interpolation previous to LXX by 
the insertion of nrifcC under the influence of Deut. xxiv. 16. 
How then did fcC^ come in subsequent to LXX ? It is most likely 
the gloss of a late Hebrew scribe or reviser who remembered 
the statement inserted in Joshua vii. 24 ff. that Achan's family 
perished with him. The text thus appears to have suffered two 
interpolations : one before and one after the LXX translation. 
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22. WXTK^n Sk. Holzinger's defence^ of these words might 
hold good if we were dealing with dramatic poetry. In a 
plain prose narrative they are impossible. 

The LXX had practically the same text as the Hebrew and 
gives a satisfactory sense; but as it paraphrases rendering 
n^n? Dt<1 by Attc ivaPipafToi^ cl koI (B) or 'cal ci (A) before ««co- 
hoixriirafLtv may be an insertion and not represent 1 or DKl before 
nwaS. ^ ravTTn at the end of v. 22 and koX cI at the beginning of 
23 may represent a transposition and misreading of ntn W\\ 
intoDNi ntn. 

We may perhaps emend I3mn ^K into Skic^ ^hSk, cf. v. 16 
throughout, where bxTC^ ^n^Kn Dn^po is used in the reproach of 
Phinehas whose words the two tribes seem to take up here. 
Then if we translate DK by a negative as after an oath we may 
translate ''Not in rebellion and not in transgression against 
Jahveh the God of Israel was the building of an altar for our- 
selves." For ^ introducing the subject see Isaiah x. 7 133^3 inDrnS 
(Ox. Lex. p. 517 b), or it may be that the S with infinitive belongs 
to the class of sentences treated of in Driver's Tenses^ § 204. 
In course of time it was forgotten that DK had a negative force 
in the first part of the speech and it was taken in the same 
sense as DKI in the second part ; then something corresx)onding 
to srpa* Kin was felt to be necessary. 

Ehrlich's emendation of wj^^B^n Sk into 13^B^ liM^K is very 
close graphically : the metathesis of y and (r could easily take 
place, and if we write laycnn^K by the side of i^ei^jn^K the 
emendation seems almost self-evident. But the suggestion 
made above, that the tribes are taking up the words of Phinehas, 
seems preferable. 

25. LXX omits " Ye sons of Reuben and sons of Qttd." It 
looks like an intrusion. 

27. Comparison of the Hebrew in v. 23 shows that irnatni 
W^O^B^DI should be la^D^B' ^Dni. This is upheld by the omission 
in A of ^ rats Ov<Tian,% -qyi^v, Cf . viii. 31 (D) where LXX is wrong. 

28. fal ava ficirov t«v v\mv ijfjtAav. Probably a corrupt repetition 
of the previous expression or an amplification. 

30. LXX omits " And the heads of the clans of Israel." As 

1 Die Erregung der falsoh beschaldigten Stamme drilckt 22 der anakola- 
thische Anfang der Ant wort aus (auch I^J^^fiS^lfl passt ganz gut in die Bich tLber- 
stiirzenden Ansatze). 
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the chapter is from a priestly writer who would rejoice in 
repetition, the words may possibly have been in the text. 

31 and 32. Omit with LXX " son of Eleazar " in both verses, 
as in v. 30. 

33. KM, iXaX.ffO'ay. This looks as if a later scribe read imn 
asnnTi. 

34. The early omission of iv after nnToS in the Hebrew has 
caused considerable confusion in all the versions. The Syriac 
= 'wi ly ^D ny ik^ ibw nnroi? ixnp^i. 

CHAPTER XXin. 

If the context is to be any guide at all v. 5 requires t?. 4 to 
be confined to the nations still unconquered. The subject 
treated of is the fate of the nations that are left. Jehovah will 
drive them out and Israel shall inherit their possessions. The 
sentence ^niDn "ik>k D^on ^Dl is out of harmony with the pre- 
dominant thought; and in addition from a linguistic point of 
view is awkward and unsatisfactory : it may therefore well be 
a gloss. LXX however renders no help except for the insertion 
of ^ny before K^C'n KUD. Jerome seems to have had a more 
confused text than even ours. The translation of n^mn by iv rols 
#cXi7poi9 shows that LXX did not understand the 2 essentiae, 
see xiii. 6. 

5. After DDOBD DBnn^ insert from the LXX n^i n3K^ imt iy 

DDOBD Dn^D^D HKI DHIN TtS^'* "TK Ty mK^H H^H HK D3. The omis- 
sion according to Hollenberg (p. 18) is due to homoioteleuton ; 
more probably it is the deliberate work of a Hebrew scribe, 
who summarised the omitted words by D3^3D^ DHK C^nim. In 
xvi. 10 there is probably another instance of the omission of a 
large number of words and the insertion of a few words in 
their place. See note (3). 

7. D3n« n^«n. Omit at least rhnn (2**) with LXX : w, 7 and 
12 display the hand of a reviser. 

ly^nK^n Hi). Not in LXX, may have been omitted by accident. 

9. Knvi. LXX B and Lucian give cioXo^pcixrci. A c^wXo- 
tfpcvo-c, Lyons Hept. exterminavit. As LXX give dv^mj and 
iSiu>i€ (see Driver's TenaeSy § 30), which are quite inconsistent 
with the future, A has no doubt preserved the right reading. 

Dnxi . Not in LXX or Peshitta ; to be omitted. 

12. Omit with LXX nnn and n^xn (2^). D3n« omitted by 
LXX A. In view of v. 7, LXX A is to be preferred. 
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13. DDK^Sl. LXX 17X0VS, rightly reading the plural DHDk6i 
(confusion of D and o). But the translator did not know the 
meaning of the word, which occurs nowhere else in the Hexa- 
teuch. 

14 b. D^niDH. Omitted by LXX. aion in v. 15 shows that 
omon is required. The omission is accidental (homoioteleuton). 

vdvra ra AnJicovTa. After v/xas had fallen out, corruption of 
the text took place; dv^Kovra occurs only once besides in the 
LXX, 1 Sam. xxvii. 8, and there it is inexplicable. 

14 end. nnw "131. Not in LXX, omitted perhaps as re- 
dundant. 

16 b. n"Tni etc. Omitted in LXX rightly. The clause is an 
exact reproduction of Deut. xi. 17. Its insertion arose from the 
Hebrew editor not perceiving that t?. 16 a is the protasis of v. 15; 
otherwise t;. 15 is an unconditional threat. 



CHAPTER XXIV. 

1. D3Er. LXX SiyXo): repeated in v. 24. The alteration was 
made under the influence of the preceding notices of Shiloh, 
which is mentioned six times in the last few chapters. See 
Introduction, p. 8. Hollenberg however thinks it to be due to 
anti-Samaritan feeling. 

3. ir^s. LXX omits. The phrase 'land of Canaan' is priestly. 

4. {HKI. LXX omits perhaps as unnecessary. 

In accordance with LXX Hollenberg would add Dj^ Dsr VPIM 
Dn^n DHK ijn^l ptm T\) Sna. The above is Dr Driver's render- 
ing of LXX. Hollenberg renders the third word by ^iA, the 
sixth by D1^, the eighth by Dn^. The omission could easily 
take place by homoioteleuton. 

5. 'Ui nciD ntc n^«1. Omitted in LXX. After the pre- 
ceding clause had &.llen out the Hebrew reviser felt the need 
of softening the abruptness of the transition. 

"KTKS must be altered at least to ')mi2. LXX B ev 0I9. 

6. From this point LXX deviates into the third person and 
continues it up to the end of v. 13 no doubt from motives of 
reverence. 

D3^nn« nn K^VIKI. LXX A vfias. Dillmann and all later 
scholars take the mention of the * fathers' here and further on 
to be due to the redactor. 

D3^ninK nnK . Read Dannie in accordance with preceding note. 
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7. iprVM. LXX av€pon^afjL€v, Dillmann and Bennett take 
the word as it stands as the insertion of a redactor : Steuemagel, 
Holzinger and Driver would emend to ipy vni . 

^BKD . LXX has v€<l>€Xrfv koL yv6<l>ov. Probably an amplification. 

nin» ^K. Read ^b« = to me, and see note on iv. 5. This 
emendation is independent of Steuemagel. It carries with it 
the emendation of D^l into D^G^l and of Kn^l into K^nKl. 

8. DDnj< lon^M . LXX B omits. In " I destroyed them " t.yy 
read 2 pers. pi., confusion of n and k. 

9. LXX omits *' son of Beor.'' Cf . xxii. 31 and 32. 

10. ash^h yoB6 ^n^nK kSi. lxx koX ow ij^cXiyo-cv Kvpio? 6 
$€0^ aov diroXco-at ore. HoUenberg suggests that Dl6n^ was taken 
for the infinitive of r^n to destroy. yoB^ would then be omitted 
as unnecessary. 

12. >:hD OK'. LXX BA have "twelve kings," which is 
adopted by Hollenberg and all other scholars. 

14 and 15. DD^nnX nnr X^K. lxx tcSv waripiov ijfiwv (vfutfv) 
may be an abbreviation, or the Hebrew reviser may have 
objected, seeing that the phrase " God of our or your fathers" 
is frequently used of Jahveh, see Ex. iii. 13, 15, 16; Deut. i. 11, 
21, iv. 1, vi. 3, xii. 1, xxvi. 7; Josh, xviii. 3 ? and cf. Acts iii. 13, 
V. 30, vii. 32. 

15 end. LXX insert on ayu>5 iariv. 

17. avTos ^€os i(mv. LXX did not understand the force of 
Kin in nhvon «in. See ii. 11. 

l3^nnK HKI. Omit with 16, 44, 52 and Peshitta. See on v. 6. 

n^Kn Dnnr n^no . lxx BA omits, andapparently Dillmann 

concurs. 

18. DnDjrn fe n^. Shown by its position in the Greek after 
rov 'Afioppoiov to be an addition to M. T. later than LXX and a 
subsequent insertion in LXX itself. 

19. LXX omit Sk perhaps as not necessary to the meaning. 

20. "ws^ nnx. lxx dvO" &v = -uj^k nnn to be preferred as the 
more difficult reading. 

22. Dny ino^n. Not in lxx BA. Not likely to have been 
omitted deliberately. It interrupts the speech. 

24. T.yy omits l^^n^K rightly: it obscures the meaning 
" Jahveh (is the God whom) we will serve." See 21 b. 

25. LXX continuing its alteration of Shechem into Shiloh 
adds "before the tabernacle of the God of Israel" on the basis 
of Ps. Ixxviii. 60. 
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26. nin» \Snp02. LXX dvtyavri KvpCov = r\'\T\^ OB , cf. V. 1; 
\snpo is priestly, and this passage is from E. 

27 a. At the end of the first section Dr Driver inserts DVPi 
from LXX BA. This probably carries with it the insertion of 
DnD^^ nnnj<a for cir* cVxarwF i^/a^cjv. Instead of p LXX no doubt 
read ^d which they translated by ijwica av. The phrase "when 
ye deny your God'^ may have been resented by the reviser 
who perhaps deleted ^D D^dst nnn«l and substituted JB. Cf. 
xxiii. 16a, "when ye transgress/' etc. 

30. After v, 30 LXX contains the interesting clause " there 
they put with him, into the tomb in which they buried him, the 
knives of stone with which he circumcised the children of Israel 
in Gilgal when he brought them up out of the land of Egypt, 
and there they are to this day." Cf . xxi. 42 d. 

32. niDH on. LXX omit on. It is also omitted by LXX in 
the same phrase in Gren. xxxiii. 19. niDH was misread as noK. 

32 b. r6ro^ 9\w onb vn\ LXX A and Lucian have kcI ISokcv 
oMpf *I«Mi^<^ €v fi€f>i3i. B goes on immediately after cxaroK, 
Koi cycFCTO fi€Ta ravra k.tX = nO pr«< p nTl6«1 H^H Dnmn nnj< ♦H^l . 

This was no doubt the original text. n^KH Dnmn nriK was 
afterwards omitted and rhn:h ^Dvh substituted. ^nM before ^ovh 
was either paraphrased by cScokcf or misread as jnM. on is a 
still later insertion in M. T. The plural vnn is probably a 
textual error unless the word was actually put in the plural to 
refer to the bones. 6 apxi€p€ik in B is an amplification. 

After 33 the LXX gives an addition which may be rendered 
into Hebrew as follows : 

nrr^K nnn om^B jnjM ^K-nr^n «d?i nin^ jnx nv< "inph Kinn Dm 33 a 
itsipD ht^ K^K ^KTK^ ^3n 13^1 33 b it> im< ni^nan nnp»i inio iv vm 
nin^ D3nn 33 c Dn^nnoD DnDjrn ^p6« n«i mrwffv hk nnr^i nn? ^i 
n^^ nic^v naoK' on ^e^n nKio t^d p^ar no 

The originality of this passage is favoured by the ease with 
which it goes into Hebrew and by its fragmentary character. 

Perhaps the verses were dropped out when the division into 
books took place. See Moore, JvdgeSy p. 4, 1. 24, for a similar 
conjecture in the case of that book ; or there may have been 
objections to recording that the ark was carried about. 
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